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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Atrrep Empey, the first registrar under the Companies 
Winding-up) Act, 1890, has been appoi Judge of the 
ounty Sourt of Lambeth and the County Courts of Kent 
(Circuit No. 48). If current rumour is to be trusted, it is not 
intended to fill up the vacant registrarship. 





THE IMPORTANT CASE now in course of hearing before Mr. 
Justice Romzr involves so much lebour for the counsel con- 
cerned that, at their request, the hearing of it will not be con- 
tinued on Saturday, the 3rd inst., so that an ey aerey may be 
afforded for deliberation on the evidence to be brought forward, 
as it is antici there will then be more than a week’s work 
before the hearing is completed. 





THE PRroposats which have been on the amendment 
a of the House of Lords relating to the Local Government 
= ong paneb wr we ee aca oF Daag mage the 

ection and qualification i e@ poor. It is 
bable, however, that amendments will be moved desi to 
provide for the retention, so far as possible, of the existing ex 
officio and nominated i and to increase the power given 
by the Bill to the elective to co-opt additional mem 
and otherwise to guard against the which are likely to 
arise from intrusting the control over the administration of the 
poor law to electors who ere not themselves ratepayers; and that 
propeetl of ioe Gemenier ver Se-saetea to the 
total exclusion of the law from the scope of the Bill. 
Extensive alterations will also be suggested with respect to the 
clauses relating to the com 7 gp Bhar wy of land for allotments 
and to the control of Se ities by the parish council. 
An endeavour will also be made to throw some of the burden of 
the parochial expenses upon those parochial electors who, under 
the present ‘‘ compounding ” system, do not pay any rates. 





Mr. Cuartes Forp ee Ey service in bringing before the 
meeting of the Incorpo Law Society last week the question 
of the disqualification imposed by the Local Government Bill on 
solicitors who are chairmen of district councils. They are to be 
debarred from being, by virtue of that tes for 
the county, the Bill providing that the chairman of a district 
council shall, by virtue of his office, be a justice of the peace for 


the county ‘‘ unless he is Lai disqualified by any Act of Par- 
liament.” It need hardly be said that no similar disqualifoation 
exists in the case of a solicitor os , under the 
Municipal Corporations Act, 1883. Sir Arsert Roxxrr deserves 
the gratitude of the profession for his efforts to obtain the 
adoption by the House of Commons of his amendment to 
remove this obnoxious disqualification. We believe that there 
was a general feeling in the House in favour of the acceptance 
of the amendment, but, ym: he the o position of Lord 
Ranpotrn Onvurcatit and the t Opposition bench, it was 
defeated. It is not the first time that a strange prejudice 
against solicitors has been manifested in that quarter: the 
Land Transfer Bill would not have had even a chance of pass- 
ing but for their sw We hope that the country law 
societies will do their to bring influence to bear on the 
House of Lords both to prevent this unjust ne pee mae and 
Government Bill, so as to allow the office of clerk of a district 
council to be held by persons other than assistant overseers, 





*| Mn. Mossor’s statement at the meeting of the ise 
15 | Law Society of the practical operation of R. 8. C., ord. 16, r. 


26, will, we fancy, make a good many of our readers open their 
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eyes. The rule provides that ‘“‘ where a person is admitted to 
sue or defend as a pauper, the court or a judge may, if neces- 
sary, assign a counsel or solicitor, or both, to assist him, and a 
counsel or solicitor so assigned shall not be at liberty to refuse 
his assistance unless he satisfies the court or judge that he has 
some good reason for refusing.” According to Mr. Mossor, 
the interpretation given to this rule appears to be that any per- 
son who has been admitted to sue or defend as a — 
may walk into the office of any solicitor and demand that he 
shall conduct gratuitously his litigation, and that the unwilling- 
ness of tke solicitor to do so, or even more urgent reasons, will 
be no “good reason for refusing” so as to prevent him from 
being assigned as solicitor to the very undesirable client. 
Rule 30 makes it the duty of the solicitor “‘to take care that 
no notice is served, or summons issued, or petition presented, 
without good cause,” and if he is not careful in the discharge 
of this duty, he may be called upon, by motion, to shew why 
he should not personally pay any costs occasioned by his de- 
fault (Martinson v. Clowes, 33 W. R. 555). On the other hand, 
if the solicitor neglects to take any step necessary for the in- 
terests of his pauper client, he may be liable to him in an action 
for negligence. The position of solicitor to a pauper client is, 
therefore, a peculiarly unenviable one, and we certainly agree 
with Mr. Mossor that the care of the litigation of this class 
of persons should be intrusted to the official solicitor. We do 
not remember to have heard of any case resembling in its cir- 
cumstances that mentioned by Mr. Mossor, and we fancy that 
the good sense of the judges and officials of the court renders 
such an oppressive application of the rules somewhat rare ; but, 
at all events, the matter should be investigated. 





Tue peEcision of the Court of Appeal in Jonson v. Tussaud is 
chiefly interesting on account of the course adopted by Lord 
Hatssury with reference to the decision of the full court in 
Bonnard vy. Perryman (39 W. BR. 435; 1891, 2 Ch. 269). It was 
there said, ‘‘We entirely approve of, and desire to adopt as 
our own, the language of Lord Esurr, M.R., in Coulson v. 
Coulson (3 Times L. R. 846): ‘To justify the court in granting 
an interim injunction it must come to a decision on the question 
of libel or no libel, before the jury have decided whether it 
was a libel or not. Therefore the jurisdiction was of a delicate 
nature. It ought only to be exercised in the clearest cases, 
where any jury would say that the matter complained of was 
libellous, and where, if the jury did not so find, the court would 
set aside the verdict as unreasonable.’” And subsequently it 
was said to be wiser to abstain from interference ‘‘in all but 
exceptional cases.”’ Lord Hatsnury disposes of the passage 
thus quoted with the remark that he is not helped “by a con- 
jecture as to what a jury would do in a supposed case, and what 
a court of review would do if the jury did it,” and he con- 
sidered that he was sufficiently following Bonnard v. Perryman 
by insisting that there must be an exceptionally clear case of 
libel for the court to interfere by interim injunction. But this 
seems to bring back the very difficulty which Bonnard v. Perry- 
man was intended to avoid. The court has power to grant an 
interim injunction in cases of libel, for no exception of such 
cases is contained in section 25 (8) of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
conferring the jurisdiction ‘‘in all cases in which it shall appear 
to the court to be just or convenient ’”’ that an order should be 
made. But the question of libel or no libel being pre-eminently 
for the jury, it was intended by Bonnard v. Perryman to prevent 
the jurisdiction from being exercised in cases where there could 
be any doubt as to what the verdict of the jury should be. 
Possibly the result was unduly to fetter the discretion of the 
court, and, according to Lord Hatssury, it is sufficient if the 
court thinks the case suitable for interference without reference 
to what a jury might do. The further evidence tending to shew 
that Monson had acquiesced in the exhibition of his effigy 
induced the court unanimously to reverse the judgment of the 
Divisional Court and refuse the injunction, and Lord Hats- 
BurY’s view of Bonnard v. Perryman had no effect on the 
result, but it tends to unsettle the practice which that case has 


established. 





Tr szems that a point to which we recently referred (ante, 








p. 177) had already been the subject of judicial decision at the 
time we wrote. On the 13th ult. the case of Re Foulkes’ Trust 
(29 L. J. N. C, 62) came before Kexewicn, J., upon the hearing 
of a petition by trustees under the Confirmation of Sales Act 
(25 & 26 Vict. c. 108) for liberty to sell the minerals under 
settled land apart from the surface. The petition, which was 
presented prior to the commencement of the Trustee Act, 1893, 
was intituled “In the matter of the estate and of the Confir- 
mation of Sales Act.” Counsel for the petitioners suggested to 
the court that, inasmuch as the last mentioned Act was repealed 
as from the Ist of Jan , 1894, the petition ought to be 
amended by intituling it in the matter of the Trustee Act, 1893, 
instead of the repealed Act. Kzxewicu, J., is reported to have 
given liberty to amend, as asked, expressing the opinion that it 
was right to strike out from the title all reference to a repealed 
statute. This is in accordance with what we suggested as being 
the proper course. The learned judge, however, is reported to 
have expressed the further view that it was not necessary to inti- 
tule the petition in the matter of the Trustee Act, 1893, his own 
— being that there was no necessity to insert in the title 
of a petition any particular Act under which an application to 
the court might be made. With very great deference to the 
learned judge, we think that there is no sufficient reason for 
interfering with a practice which has been long established, 
and is convenient. Having regard to the great number of 
statutes conferring special jurisdiction on the court, it must be 
an advantage that an order made under any such statute should 
shew on the face of it the authority upon which the court was 
asked to act. In this connection we may mention one point 
which was not present to our minds when we previously wrote, 
and which does not appear to have been called to the attention: 
of the learned judge. Section 38 of the Interpretation Act,. 
1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c. 63), provides that where any Act passed! 
after the commencement of that Act repeals any other enact-- 
ment, then, unless the contrary intention appears, the repeal! 
shall not (inter alia) affect any right, privilege, &c., acquired! 
under any enactment so repealed, or affect any legal proceeding 
in respect of any such right, &c., and any such legal proceeding 
may be instituted, continued, or enforced as if the repealing Act 
had not been passed. Having regard to the language of the 
above section, it does not appear to us to be at all certain that 
amendment by striking out the title of the old Act is after all 
really necessary. But necessary or not, it is certainly conveni- 
ent and desirable. 





WE REALLY had hoped that the once burning question of the 
right of every witness to be sworn in Scotch form without the 
use of any book had been settled once for all by the issue of the 
Home Office circular of the 31st of May, 1893. That circular 
was quite clear in its terms, and it was the medium of conveying 
to the mind of every justice’s clerk and every coroner the fact 
that the Oaths Act, 1888, gives ‘‘ any person to whom an oath is 
administered ” who “desires ”’ to be sworn in Scotch form the 
absolute right to be so sworn “ without further question.” It 
appears, however, that Mr. Justice Day still disapproves of the 
practice of swearing English witnesses in Scotch form. He is 
reported in the Lancaster Observer to have spoken at the last 
Liverpool Assizes in terms of contempt of “these doctors and 
their theories,” because several medical witnesses claimed to be 
sworn with uplifted hand in Scotch form. We do not, of course, 
question the learned judge’s right to his opinion on any matter. 
If he thinks it ridiculous and contemptible to take an oath with 
uplifted hand in the words ‘‘I swear by Almighty God to speak 
the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth,” in pre- 
ference to any other form, he is entitled to his opinion. But 
we confess that after all that has passed ot this subject it does 
strike us as somewhat strange that a learned judge should speak 
disparagingly of a witness before him merely because he claims a 
right which the law expressly confers upon him, and which 
cannot possibly concern anyone but himself. If a Buddhist: 
were to come as a witness before the learned judge and claim to 
be sworn by ‘‘the Three Holy Existences, Buddha, Dhamma, 
and Pro Sangha, together with the Devotees of the twenty-two 
Firmaments,” or a Chinaman were to claim to be sworn by 
breaking a saucer and vowing that unless he speaks the truth. 
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“‘ his soul shall be broken as the saucer is broken,” we are quite 
sure that Mr. Justice Day would refrain from casting any slur 
on either witness because of the absurdity of the form of oath. 
And yet in neither of those cases is the form of oath established 
by statute law, beyond the general enactment (1 & 2 Vict. c. 
105) making any ceremony legally binding which the witness 
declares to be binding on his conscience. It is therefore 
surprising to us that a slighting word should be spoken from the 
bench of a form of oath which is prescribed by statute, and the 
use of which is made by statute optional to any witness who 
desires to be so sworn. When we come to the reason of Mr. 
Justice Day’s disapproval there is still more cause for surprise. 
‘‘ These doctors,” _ is reported to have said, ‘‘tell you that 
people get germs into their a when they kiss the Book ; 
germs indeed—as if they could get germs by kissing a New 
Testament.’ This is the first time we have ever heard it said 
that the sacred character of the contents of the New Testament 
carries with it into every reproduction all the powers of a medical 
disinfectant. The vista of possibilities which such a conjecture 
opens is too large for us to discuss. The fact remains that 
doctors generally prefer the Scotch form of oath, and that they 
or anyone else having that preference have an absolute right to 
be so sworn “without further question,” any objection from 
whatever quarter notwithstanding. 





THE cuRRENT number of the Law Quarterly Review contains an 
interesting account by Mr. Artuur R. Burrerworts, of Sydney, 
of the case of City Bank v. Rowan, which has recently been 
before the Supreme Court of New South Wales, and which 
raises a question similar to that decided in Bank of England v. 
Vagliano (39 W. R. 657; 1891, A. O. 107). In the English case 
it will be remembered a clerk in the employment of Vaciiano 
forged bills purporting to be drawn by Vuctna in favour of 
Perripr & Co., fraudulently procured Vacutano’s genuine 
ek: org and then obtained payment from the Bank of 
England by forging the indorsement of Perri & Oo. It 
was held by the House of Lords that Perri: & Oo. were 
** fictitious ’’ persons within the meaning of section 7 (3) of the 
Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, and that the bills, therefore, 
might be treated as payable to bearer. Lord Herscnext put 
this on the ground that, ‘‘ whenever the name inserted as that 
of the payee is so inserted by way of pretence merely, 
without any intention that payment shall only be made in 
conformity therewith, the payee is a fictitious on within the 
meaning of the statute, whether. the name be that of an existing 
tar es or of one who has no existence.” The Australian 

ecision appears to apply this result to the case of a promissory 
note in which the maker is induced by fraud to insert the name 
of a real pergon as payee, the person who perpetrates the 
fraud, and obtains the note, having no intention that the payee 
shall have any rights under it. ILLIAM SHACKELL, by fraudu- 
lently representing to the defendants, Rowan and another, that 
he had wool to sell for James Suackett & Co., induced them 
to enter into a contract of sale, and to make out a promissory 
note for the price payable to James Suackert & Co. An in- 
dorsement was forged, and the note was discounted by the City 
Bank. Some years before the making of the note James Sxac- 
KELL had carried on business in Melbourne as James SHACKELL 
& Co. He was still alive at the time of the making of the note, 
bat had ceased to carry on business. The defendants apparently 
knew by reputation James Sackett & Co., but they did not 
know of the cessation of the business carried on under 
name. By section 89 of the Bills of Exchange Act it is enacted 
that the provisions of the Act relating to bills of exchange 
shall apply, with the necessary modifications, to prpurey | 
notes ; aad in applying those provisions the maker of a note is 
to be deemed to correspond with the tor of a bill. The 
Act was introduced, with slight differences, in New South Wales 
in 1887, The court held, on the authority of Bank of England v. 
Vagliano, that James Suackert & Co. were fictitious payees, 
and that the note was payable to bearer. This 
have been put on the —— that, at the time of the pera | 
of the note, no such was carrying on business; but, 
so, it would not have been necessary to refer to Vagliano’s 


that | Ayres only on 
the Extradition Act, 1870, the treaty must be 
Order in Council applying that 
was made on the 29th ult., the 
the day for it to take effect. 
extradition is to be 


might against 


tions may arise when a bill of exchange or note is made 


ble to a person or firm whom all parties genuinely 
tobe ia existenc, but who has ceased to exist, by d or 
cessation of business, when the document is made. It would be 


a great hardship if in such a case it should become payable to 
bearer, and if the acceptor or maker, although there is no fraud 
at the beginning, should lose protection a forged in- 
dorsement. The court, however, held that, even if James 
Suackett & Oo. were an existing firm, they were fictitious 
payees under the Act, on the that were not intended 
ay end any rights under the note. Probably this view, as Mr. 
Burrerworrs intimates, too readily places the drawer of the 


promissory note in the place bill of ex- 


i 


ge 


change. The bill of exchange com 
drawn, and if the name of the payee b 
pretence, so that the payee is fictitious, acts is 
not altered by the genuineness of the acceptance. But the 
drawer of the promissory note himself inserts name of the 
payee, and if to him the name is genuine, and he intends pay- 
ment to be made ——r it is not clear how it becomes 
fictitious because he is ind to draw the note by fraud. 





In re case of The Hercynia Copper Co. (reported elsewhere) 
Wricut, J., had before him the well-known question of a 
director’s liability to take qualification shares. He carried the 
law a step beyond the decision of the Court of Appeal in Jsaac’s 
case (40 W.R. 518; 1892, 2 Oh. 158). That case decided that 
when a person accepts the office of director of a company and 
acts as such director, an impli i 
and the company that he 


as to quali cation and otherwise contained the articles of 
association. It will be observed that the decision in Jsaac’s 
case did not go beyond determining that the sought to be 


0 
ut on the list should accept the office and act as a director. 
The case before Wriaut, J., decides that it is sufficient if you 
have only an agreement to act as a director, and that it is not 
necessary to act. In Jsaac’s case the director had acted as such 
for more than a year, and it was not, therefore, necessary 
the Court of Appeal to go into the question of whether or not 
there had been an agreement to act. The article in that case, 
however, was worded so as to include the case of an 
to act without acting in fact. The words are: ‘A first director 
may act before acquiring his qualification, but shall in any case 
uire the same within one month from his appointment, andj 
selene ho chal dean, he shall be deemed to have agreed to-take 
the said shares from the company, and the same shall 
costal on tho Seen af emeieie, sapien ie 
mented on the form of the saying 
new, and had succeeded in getting over the difficulti 
cases—¢.g., Re Wheal Buller Consoles (36 W. R 
42). The articles, the Court of Appeal said, shewed the terms 
of the implied contract which arose upon the director acting 
such. It seems logically to follow from before 
Court of Appeal that agreeing to act is as good 
this was certainly an open question until the recen 
Waren, J., though some of the judges of the 
had indicated their opinion that an agreement was 
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to, to wed the committal of the prisoner for trial, in case the 
crime been committed in the territory of the same State.” 
In the absence of any restriction in the treaty, there seems no 
reason to doubt that it applies to crimes committed before it 
came into force. 








CONSTRUCTIVE TRUSTS. 
Tue judgments of the Court of Appeal in Soar v. Ashwell 


- (42 W. BR. 165) contain an important discussion of the distinc- 


tion between express and constructive trusts, and of the opera- 
tion upon the latter of the Statute of Limitations. Te is 
—— to distinguish in the first instance between trusts of 
real and personal property. Previously to the Real Property 
Limitation Act, 1833, the possession of the trustee was 
regarded as the possession of the cestui que trust, and the Court 
of Chancery did not act upon the analogy of the Statute of 
Limitations so as to allow length of time to operate in favour of 
the trustee (Chalmers v. Bradley, 1 Jac. & W., p. 67 ; Hovenden v. 
Lord Annesley, 2 Sch. & Lef., p. 633); but the rule applied only 
in cases of actual or direct trusts, and not in cases of trusts 
arising by implication or construction (Zownshend v. Townshend, 
1 Bro. Ch. C., p..554). “It is certainly true,” said Grant, 
M.R., in Beckford v. Wade (17 Ves. p. 97), ‘that no time 
bars a direct trust as between cestui que trust and trustee ; but, 
if it is meant to be asserted that a court of equity allows a 
man to make out a case of constructive trust at any distance of 
time after the facts and circumstances happened out of which 
it arises, I am not aware that there is any ground for a doctrine 
so fatal to the security of property as that would be.’’ 

With regard to real property this rule was affirmed both 
positively and negatively by the Real Property Limita- 
tion Act, section 24 providing that the statute should run 
0 equitable claims in the same manner as against legal 

ms, and section 25 providing, by way of exception, that it 
should not run in cases where land was vested in a trustee upon 
an express trust. The result is that the statute bars construc- 
tive trusts, but does not bar express trusts, and hence it has 
been necessary to distinguish accurately between trusts of each 
class. The definition which has been accepted as authoritative 
is that of Kinverstxy, V.C., in Petre v. Petre (1 Drew. 371), 
and he confined express trusts to trusts expressly declared by 
some written instrument, the trustee also being appointed 
under the instrument. ‘‘ The effect is,” he said, “that a person 
who is under some written instrument an express trustee, or 
who derives title under such a trustee, is precluded, how long 
soever he may have been in enjoyment of the property, from 
setting up the statute ; and if a person has been in possession, 
not being a trustee under some instrument, but still being in 
under such circumstances that the court, on the principles of 
equity, would hold him @ trustee, then the 25th section does 
not apply ; and if the possession of such a constructive trustee 
is continued for more than [twelve] years, he may set up the 
statute against the party who, but for the lapse of time, would 
be the right owner.” A trust, it has been observed, may also 
be y declared by parol (Sands v. Thompson, 22 Ch. D. 
614), but not with regard to land. 

Other definitions distinguishing express trusts under the 
statute from trusts implied, constructive, or resulting, are to 
be found in Dickinson v. Teasdale (1 De G.J. & S., p. 59) and 
Sands v. Thompson (supra); but as to resulting trusts it is 
to be noticed that a trust, expressly created so far as re- 
lates to the trustee and the trust property, does not cease 
to be “eve because the actual cestui gue trust is an 
heir or other person ascertained by the doctrine of resulting 
trusts w the failure of other objects of the trust (Salter v. 
Cavanagh, 1 Dr. & W. 668; Patrick v. Simpson, 24 Q. B. D. 
128). The essentials for an express trust under section 25 are 
that a trustee should be nominated and property expressly 
vested in him upon trust. In Life Association of Scotland v. 


Siddall (3 De G. F. & J. 58) it seems to have been contemplated 
that section 25 would apply to the case of a trustee de son tort 
of an express trust, but the claim there was for the recovery of 


my not of land. 
With regard to real property, then, there is very little room 





for doubt. The statute bars constructive trusts, and it does not 
bar express trusts, and the distinction between the two classes 
of trusts has been clearly drawn. Turning to personal property, 
we have the provision of section 25 (2) of the Judicature Act, 
1873, that “no claim of a cestui que trust against his we 3 for 
any pro held upon an express trust, or in respect of any 
rl ope wick hill be held to be barred by any statute 
of limitations,” and this simply gives legislative sanction to the 
previous rule of equity; but there is nowhere to be found any 
statutory provision, corresponding to section 24 of the Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833, that all equitable claims, arising 
otherwise than upon express trust, are to be barred by the lapse 
of six years or any other period. Hence, when time is allowed 
to bar a constructive trust, this is only by acting on the analogy 
of the statute, and the High Court may refuse to do so when- 
ever by the rules of equity the trust is one which time ought 
not to bar. The case of Soar v. Ashwell (supra) is important as 
containing an attempt to enumerate the instances of trusts 
merely constructive which are subject to this exception. 

The facts were as follows. In 1876 Jonn AsHWELL was 
acting as solicitor to the trustees of the will of Joszrn Soan, 
and in that year he had in his hands the sum of £256, being 
the residue then remaining undistributed of the testator’s estate. 
AsHWELL invested this sum, together with two other sums, 
amounting altogether to about £1,000, on a mortgage. In 
January, 1879, the mortgage was paid off, the money being 
received by AsHwELL. Out of the £256 the sum of £128 was 
then paid to the persons entitled. The subsisting trusts of the 
remaining £128 were for the plaintiff’s father for life, and after 
his death for the plaintiff absolutely. Interest on this £128 
was paid to the plaintiff's father by Asuwett until his death in 
November, 1879, and after that by Starr, who had been Asu- 
WELL’s managing clerk, and who was authorized by the defend- 
ant, ASHWELL’s sole executrix, to get in his debts and discharge 
his business obligations. In January, 1886, Starr had no 
further funds to make these payments, and they were discon- 
tinued. In July, 1886, the plaintiff's father died, and in 1888 
the plaintiff, who in the meantime had been appointed a trustee 
of the will of Joszrn Soar on the death of one of the original 
trustees, became, by the death of the other, the sole trustee. 
In February, 1891, he brought an action against AsHWELL’s 
executrix to recover the sum of £128, which had been retained 
by him. The Court of Appeal held that Asuweti was to be 
treated as a trustee of the money, and that his executrix could 
not rely upon the Statute of Limitations. 

That AsHWELL was, in some sense, a trustee was treated as 
beyond doubt, and the court was chiefly concerned with deter- 
mining why, although he was not an express trustee, his estate 
should still be deprived of the benefit of the statute. It was 
admitted that constructive trusts are in general liable to be 
barred, but the authorities sanction certain exceptions to this 
rule. Lord Esuer mentioned two: where a person in a fiduciary 
relation obtains, by virtue of such relation, control of property, 
and where a person assists a trustee in a fraudulent disposition 
of the trust property. Bowen, L.J., added the cases where a 
stranger to the trust makes himself trustee de son tort, and 
where a person receives trust property and deals with it in a 
manner inconsistent with trusts of which he is cognizant. 

These cases seem to divide themselves most conveniently 


into two classes according as there is or is not an existing 


express trust. If there is an express trust, only a trustee duly 
appointed under the trust is bound as an express trustee, 
but other persons by interfering may render themselves 
sree, 08 Sanpetere aon . They may some to act as 
though they were pro constituted trustees (Life Association 
of Scotland v. Siddall, mer they may receive As trust moneys, 
knowing them to be such, *f deal with them in a manner 
inconsistent with the trust (Zee v. Sankey, 21 W. R. 286, L. R. 
15 Eq., p. 211); or they may actually icipate in the frau- 
dulent conduct of the trustee (Barnes v. Addy, 22 W. R. 505, 
L, R. 9 Ch., p. 251). In each of these cases they are, so far as 
claims to recover money or other personal property are con- 
cerned, and so far as they are not entitled to the benefit of 
the Trustee Act, 1888, s. 8, precluded from pleading the statute. 

There is also the case where a is in a fiduciary relation, 
and by virtue of such relation obtains the control of property. 
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An exhaustive statement of what constitutes a fiduciary relation 
it would be difficult to give. An agent is not necessarily in a 
fiduciary relation to his principal (Burdick v. Garrick, 18 W. R. 
387, L. R. 5 Ch. 233), and a solicitor employed to receive 
money, and who ought to hand it over at once to his 
client, is not debarred from pleading the statute (Re Hind- 
marsh, 1 Dr. & Sm. 129). But it is otherwise where an — 
receives money, ‘‘ not for the purpose of being remitted when 
received to the principal, but for the purpose of being em- 
ployed in a particular manner, in the purchase of land or stock, 
re § which moneys the factor or agent is bound to keep totally 
distinct and separate from his own money ; and in no way what- 
ever to deal with or make use of them” (per Lord Harnertey, 
C., in Burdick vy. Garrick, supra). And this principle has been 
recognized in subsequent cases where an agent, intrusted with 
the management of property, has been treated as in a fiduciary 

osition (Gray v. Bateman, 21 W. R. 137; Power v. Power, 13 

. R. Ir. 281 ; Dooby v. Watson, 39 Ch. D. 178). Soar v. Ash- 
well seems to fall within each class of cases. ASHWELL received 
the trust money with notice of the trusts affecting it, and until 
he had discharged himself by handing it over to the trustees or 
other persons entitled, he was bound by the trusts. Moreover, 
since the trustees seem to have left him in the management of 
the trust property, he was in a fiduciary relation tothem. He 
was, therefore, liable both to the cestuis que trust as a trustee, 
and to his clients, the trustees, as being a fiduciary agent. 
Since the plaintiff united in himself the characters of trustee and 
cestui que trust it became unnecessary to determine exactly upon 
which ground AsHwett’s estate was made liable. 








JURISDICTION AS TO COSTS. 
II. 


In the preceding article (ante, p. 196) we arrived at two con- 
clusions with respect to the effect of the Judicature Act, 1890— 
namely, (1) that a new jurisdiction was conferred, (2) that this 
new jurisdiction extends to ‘‘statutable” as well as to other 
proceedings. 

We may now go further, and say that the practical result of 
the new Act as interpreted by recent decisions, and especially 
by the decision of the Court of Appeal in Re Fisher (ante, p. 199; 
affirming Onrrry, J., ante, p. 68; 1894, 1 Oh. 53), is that the 
Supreme Court has now complete jurisdiction over all costs in 
all proceedings within certain limitations. 

he limitations to which the existing jurisdiction as to costs is 
now subject are as follows :— 

(1) The Supreme Oourt of Judicature Acts. 

(2) The rules of court made thereunder. 

(3) The express provisions of any statute; and, lastly, what, 
at any rate in one case, is perhaps rather an exception to the 
jurisdiction than a limitation of its exercise : 

(4) The existing practice in (4) any criminal cause or matter, 
(+) bankruptcy, (¢) proceedings on the Crown side of the Queen’s 
Bench Division. 

The next question is, What is the full force of these limita- 
tions? Now, upon the construction of limitation (3), that is, 
as to the meaning of “‘ the express eon of any statute,” a 
very important question arises which is not unlikely to be pro- 
ductive of some litigation, but as it is, in our opinion, to some 
extent governed by limitation (1), we propose to consider these 
two limitations together. 

Shortly after the passing of the Judicature Acts, 1873 and 
1875, the case of Garnett v. Bradley (1878, 26 W. R. 698, 3 
App. Oas. 944) came before the House of Lords. The ques- 
tion which arose for decision was whether a certain statute 
(21 Jac. 1, c. 16) expressly restricting the power of the court over 
costs in slander cases, where less forty shillings damages 
were recovered, was or was not repealed by the Judicature Acts 
and Rules. 

The House of Lords held (a) that ord. 55, r. 1 (for which 
prd. 65, r. 1, was subsequently substituted), whereby costs were 
in the discretion of the court, was an enactment having the full 
force of a statute ; (4) that by section 33 of the Judicature Act, 


1875, all enactments inconsistent with that Act or the Judicaturé 


Act, 1873, were repealed; (0) that the statute 21 Jac. 1, ¢. 16, 
The anna toras va tees rac prendre impressed the 

e learn 8 wére, however, very 
argument that their decision t seem to extend to statutes 
having special provisions or restrictions as to costs, and were at 
some pains to point out that the statute 21 Jac. 1, 0. 16 Wasa 
general enactment affecting all classes of her Majesty’s st 
and that they had no intention of impugning the rule that a 
‘* special” statute dealing with a particular class of persons and 
giving them special rights was not affected by a “ general” 
enactment. 

Such, at any rate, was the view of their decision taken by the 
Court of Appeal in Hasker v. Wood (1885, 33 W. R. 697, 54 L. J. 
Q. B. 419), where it was held by the Court of Appeal, as to double 
costs, that ord. 65, r. 1, has not repealed an ex statutory 
provision giving costs to a particular individual as a matter of 
right, and this decision was followed by the Court of A in 
Reeve v. Gibson (39 W. R. 420; 1891, 1 Q. B. 652), and, it is 
submitted, these cases are still good law. 

The decision in Garnett v. Bradley may thus be shortly summed 
up in two propositions :— 

(i.) All general enactments as to costs are repealed ; 

(ii.) Special statutes giving special costs in particular cases 
are not repealed. 

How, if at all, are these —— of law affected by the 
limitation in section 5 of the Judicature Act, 1890, “ subject to 
the — provisions of any statute”? Has the Legislature 
overruled Garnett v. Bradley? Are all general enactments as to 
costs (including 21 Jac. 1, c. 16) reinstated ? 

Certainly the words of section 5 are very wide, and in terms 
apply to any statute. Why not, then, to a general statute? So 
far as slander cases go a return to the old law might even be 
desirable, as the object of the Legislature in wishing to check 
petty slander cases was certainly a wise one. On the other ee | 
great inconvenience would be caused if all the old ge 
enactments as to costs were restored. 

It is submitted that the following solution will reconcile 
Garnett v. Bradley with the Act of 1890. Section 5 is expressly 
made ‘subject to the Judicature Acts” (limitation (1) ). Now 
Garnett v. Bradley decided that by section 33 of the Judicature 
Act, 1875, all inconsistent general enactments were repealed. | 
Such enactments are, therefore, no longer in the Statute Book. 
It follows, therefore, that “any statute” can only refer to 
“any statute not already repealed by the Judicature Act, 
pd! ee spectal statutes within the exception of Garnetty. 

radley. 2eigrey 

The second limitation imposed by section 5 is ‘ subject to 
the rules of court made thereunder.”’ Apart from this express 
provision, it might have been that, as a portion of ord. 
65, r. 1, is overriden by section 5, the concluding words of this 
section, “and the court or judge shall have full power to 
determine by whom and to what extent such costs are to be 

aid,” had also removed all restrictions imposed by the rule, 

ut it is obvious from the judgment of Kay, L.J., in Re Fisher 
that this is not so. It would seem, therefore, that the provisoes 
at the end of this rule are still in force. With , at any 
rate, to the proviso as to “ cause,” no alteration seems to 
have been made in the law. In the two recent cases of Forster 
v. ag cone (41 W. R. 425; 1893, 1 Q. B. nag Lg. O° Connor v. 
Star Newspaper (1898, 63 L. T. 146; 41 W. R. Dig. ita) the 
decisions were based on the footing of the old law, the 
Judicature Act, 1890, was not cited. 

With regard to the fourth limitation which is contained in 
section 4 of the Judicature Act, 1890, the only branch of it 
which has received jadicial in ion is as to “ ings 
on the Crown side,” but it may be assumed that if any limita- 
tions of jurisdiction as to orga ales Se, panesnns oe Dee 

roceedings gpa: Boggs seg oman In the case of 

don County Council v. West Ham (40 W. R. 662; 1892, 2 
Q. B. 173) the Court of Appeal held that by virtue of section 4 
all existing limitations on the power of dealing with costs in 
stereos dhe Fi ong and that on an appeal 
and 
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hibition in Reg. v. Justices of London (10 T. L. R. 189). 
This limitation, therefore, as to costs on the Crown side 
constitutes an important exception to the otherwise uni- 
form jurisdiction over costs. This decision of London County 
Council vy. West Ham seems to have attracted the attention of 
the Legislature, for by section 2 of the Judicature Bill, 1893 
(printed in the Annual Practice, 1894, p. 154), we find that on 
- ee from quarter sessions the appellate court shall have 
‘*full power to determine how and by whom the costs of the 
proceedings in the appellate court and in the court of quarter 
sessions are to be borne.’’ This provision, when it becomes 
law, will no doubt alter the rule established by London County 
Council vy. West Ham, but it remains to be seen whether it meets 
all the consequences of that decision. 

Subject, then, to these exceptions and limitations, the courts 
have jurisdiction over all costs, and besides the power of dealing 
with them an almost unlimited discretion as to by whom and to 
what extent such costs shall be paid. 

Important as it is that every court should have power to deal 
with costs, it is not so clear that the mode of dealing with them 
should not be further limited and be the subject of appeal. 
The practically unlimited discretion possessed by every judge 
over costs is a tremendous weapon, and in the hands of even the 
most just judge may often unconsciously be abused. It is sub- 
mitted that costs should follow the event in all cases where 
‘good cause ” to the contrary is not shewn, whereas, under the 

resent system, where a case is tried without a jury, the judge 
is arbiter not only of issues of fact as well as of issues of law, 
but may, moreover, deal with the costs at his own caprice. 


REVIEWS. 
THE BRITISH JUDICIAL SYSTEM. 
Le SysTiME JUDICIAIRE DE LA GRANDE BRETAGNE. Par le CoMTE 


DE FRANQUEVILLE. DEUX Tomes. Paris: Rothschild. 1893. 

This work is obviously the fruit, not only of much patient and 
conscientious research, but of personal investigation. The Comte de 
Franqueville has saturated his mind with Montesquieu, has mastered 
all the ancient and modern text-books, and has produced a treatise of 
considerable practical and very great speculative value. We have 
perused this work with care, and commend it heartily to our readers. 
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ies. With Forms. 3y Epwarp Mawson, Barrister-at-Law. 
illiam Clowes & Sons (Limited). : 
The Local Government Annual, 1894. An Official Handbook. S§S. 
Edgecumbe-Rogers. 
A Manual of the Practice of the Supreme Court of Judicature in 
the Queen’s Bench and Chancery Divisions. Intended for the Use of 


Students and the Profession. Sixth Edition. By Joun INDERMAUR, 
Solicitor. Stevens & Haynes. 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
CONCERNING THAT VERY SOLEMN WARNING 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,--In the Law Journal of the 27th ult. a letter appeared com- 
menting in somewhat -singular fashion upon an article from my 
pen, entitled ‘‘A Very Solemn Warning,” in your columns on the 
20th ult. 

I am willing to admit that the letter in question (which is written 
by the author of an article which I had criticized) treats my observa- 
tions with good humour; and I can assure the writer that I desire to 
deal with him in the same spirit. At the same time I must be per- 
mitted to say that remarks of « personal character do not tend to the 
saving of unnecessary friction in discussion—a truth which the writer 
has not sufficiently kept in mind. Had he done so, he would scarcely 
have thought it becoming to indulge in the rather stale device of 
treating the article in your columns as the immature work of a 
* youthful journalist.’’ Apparently he thinks that your contributors 
should have their baptismal certificates ready at a moment’s notice 
as — of their qualification. His suggestion does not commend 
itself to me as being either very relevant or in very good taste. Its 





humour, if it have any, consists in the fact that, unfortunately, it 
lacks one essential characteristic of humour—the element of truth. 
For, alas! I am painfully conscious that I can lay no claim to the 
youthfulness with which the writer is pleased to credit me. How- 
ever, he is welcome to his little joke: if it amuses him it does not 
hurt me. 

My friend (if he will permit me to call him so, though, were I to 
follow his example, I ought rather to term him my aged friend) ise 
evidently under the impression that he has dealt me a series of knock- 
down blows. He must, if he so pleases, attribute it to the buoyancy of 
youth that I refuse to acknowledge defeat, and, in the language of 
the ring, come up smiling. I regret to inform him that I am at once 
unrepentant and unconvinced. 

To deal with his points seriatim :— ° 

1. On the subject of service of an originating summons, my friend is 
good enough to offer mea little elementary instruction. Having hada 
tolerably long practical experience of that dreary subject, I venture 
to assure him that Ido not need his help. In return for his kind 
offer, however, I will afford him a little information upon a subject 
into which apparently he has not dived very deeply. Let me remind 
him how matters stand between us. In his article he had stated that 
an originating summons under the old practice did not require 
‘‘ strict personal service.” If his statement meant anything it meant 
this, that one feature of an originating summons differentiating it 
from other process was the fact that it did not require strict service. 
In answer I asserted that “strict proof of personal service” had 
always been required in the case of an originating summons. His 
reply simply refers to a passage in Daniell’s Chancery Practice 
(1871), p. 1053, and to one in the Annual Practice, p. 259, and he 
airily dismisses the matter as if there were nothing more to be said. 
Now I think my friend’s knowledge of his Annual Practice is 
probably in excess of his knowledge of Daniell. In this instance, at 
any rate, he has not pursued his researches into the earlier authority 
far enough, whilst the passage in the Annual Practice is in the circum- 
stances not ad rem. Strict service of a bill in Chancery was effected, as 
prescribed by C. O. X., r. 1, either ‘‘ personally, or by leaving the 
same with a servant of the defendant, or some member of his family, 
at his dwelling-house or usual place of abode.”’ This mode of service 
was of great antiquity ; for by section 5 of the Chancery Procedure 
Act, 1852, the method previously in force with respect to service of a 
subpoena to answer was expressly retained ; and my ‘‘ Sanders” tells 
me that the earlier practice was governed by an order dating back to 
they ear 1661. If my friend had carefully read the passage in Daniell 
on which he relies, he would have scen that it is stated in a footnote 
(p. 1054 (n)) that the analogy of service of a bill was in practice 
applied to the case of an originating summons. On the other hand 
at law, I believe (my friend objects to anything being stated as a 
fact), a writ always required personal service. In passing, I remark 
that my friend’s phrase, “‘ strict personal service,” is one to be found 
in no rule or order, and is certainly not in common use. The Rules 
of the Supreme Court adopted the common law method in preference 
to the Chancery rule, so that now, by the combined effect of ord. 9, 
r. 2, and ord. 67, r. 5, an originating summons requires personal ser- 
vice. To refer to the passage in tha Annual Practice as having any 
bearing upon the question under the old practice is simply to be guilty 
of an anachronism. One admission I will sale. Instead of the words 
“« strict proof of personal service” it would have been more absolutely 
correct to have said ‘‘ proof of strict service.” I was using the term 
‘* personal service’ in the popular sense, as distinguishing it from 
substituted or other service, rather than in its strictly scientific or 
technical meaning. The admission will not help my friend’s state- 
ment, or weaken my argument. For the fact remains that under the 
old practice strict service of an originating summons was required. 

2. My friend must on me if I indulged in a little joke in con- 
sequence of his slip about the Judicature Act, 1883. My article was 
devoted entirely to exposing what appeared to me to be inaccuracies. 
I have yet to learn that an author’s slip, or, if my friend prefers the 
term, a “clerical error,” is a note of accuracy. Are the R. 8. C., 
1883, really known as the Judicature Rules, 1883 ? 

3. Upon the question of form, the writer’s ingenuity exceeds his 
candour. In the second paragraph of his article there occurs a 
passage in which he speaks of the first creation of the process by 
originating summons under various Acts of Parliament. This is 
followed by these words, ‘‘ Such, for instance, was the administration 
summons under sections 45 and 47 of the Chancery Procedure Act, 
1852, and the procedure under section 9 of the Vendor and Purchaser 
Act,” &c. Then, in his eighth p ph, he says: ‘“‘ The form of 
originating summons under the Rules of the Supreme Court differed 
from the old form of originating summons under statutes above 
referred to.” I was at some pains to explain the distinction between 
an originating summons under the Chancery Procedure Act and one 
under other statutes, and pointed out that the form of summons 
under the former is in reality identical with that under R. 8. C., 1883." 
The writer now confronts me with an article which recently ap 
in your journal (p. 165), which goes fully into the question of the 
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forms of the several kinds of originati 
quietly remarks: ‘This is exactly what is stated in pena 
8 of my article.” I leave your readers to judge between us. For 
myself, I have a very shrewd suspicion that when he wrote he had 
altogether lost sight of the forms under the Consolidated Orders, 
which, as I have shown, are essentially the foundation of the forms 
under the Rules of the Supreme Court. 
4, I express my regret if I misapprehonded my friend and under- 
stood him to refer to originating summonses oro A and not merely 
to those under the Rules of Supreme Court, when he spoke of that 
mode of procedure as being ‘‘ the exclusive gr of the Chancery 
Division.” I accept his disclaimer, but the inference which was 
drawn does not seem unnatural, considering that the instance he 
selected as typical of a future application was one under the Vendor 
and Purchaser Act. That deny must be considered as belonging to 
the class of summonses under statute. 
5. This brings me to the last and principal point. I had inferred 
that the writer was expressing his own opinion when he used the ex- 
pression that it was ‘reasonably clear” that ord. 544 extended 
the jurisdiction under the Vendor and Puchaser Act to all the 
Divisions of the High Court. He now says that he was illustrating 
what might happen to a practitioner in the Queen’s Bench Division, 
and not expressing his own opinion. Accepting his statement, I can 
but marvel at his method. He professes to be writing for persons 
uninstructed in the subject of which he treats. He conjures up an 
imaginary practitioner making an imaginary application by virtue of 
an imaginary construction of a certain rule of court, although he 
himself is not prepared to say that such a construction is reasonable. 
Surely here is the very refinement of cruelty. Does he not see what 
a very pretty pitfall he may be preparing for his pupils?’ Now I 
venture to assure my friend that his time will be better spent than 
in carefully examining ‘‘the many difficult cases as to the effect of 
rules of court upon rules of law resting upon statutes.” The ques- 
tion involved here is no ‘rule of law.” My friend may think that 
I am speaking from the ‘‘impulsiveness of youth”; may call me 
‘* vehemently dogmatic,” or make use of any other epithet in his none 
too extensive vocabulary. . I am prepared, nevertheless, to adhere to 
all that I previously stated on this part of the subject; and I chal- 
lenge him to shew that jurisdiction conferred by an unrepealed statute 
on one branch of the court exclusively, can, without statute, be ex- 
tended to other branches. It is somewhat singular that a writer has 
recently expressed a view very similar to that which is suggested as 
likely to occur to the mirid of the imaginary practitioner. In the 
current number of the Law Quarterly Review we read: ‘ Possibly, 
also, questions of construction arising between vendors and pur- 
chasers will now be determinable by all divisions, and not by 
the Chancery Division alone: see Vendor and Purchaser Act, 
1874, 8. 9.” If any words of mine can win either the author of the 
‘‘ Warning,” or any of his readers who may be misled by his 
language, or the author of the article to which I have just referred, 
from so dangerous a heresy, I shall not have written in vain. 

One word only on the main subject of my friend’s article. It appears 
to me that he is quite unnecessarily mystified by the new rules. One 
change, and one change only (except, of course, the change in form), 
has been introduced by the R. 8. C., November, 1893—so far as the 
originating summons is concerned—a power previously confined to 
one division has, by order 54a, been extended to all. Summonses 
under statutes remain precisely where they were. Two things I 
apprehend to be clear—(1) An originating summons under order 544 
(if any such should ever be issued: at present I understand the order 
has not been resorted to) will in form be one ‘“‘ inter partes,” as in the 
case of a summons under order 55. (2) Such a summons will be “an 
action,” and will be subject to the same rules as to the time for 
appealing as one under order 55. The form of summons “ not inter 
partes,” which vexes the soul of my friend, has really nothing what- 
ever to do with the matter. If he will only believe, what is the fact, 
that that is merely a new name for a very old thing, and, as has been 
pointed out by a recent writer in your columns, was prescribed to 
meet a pressing necessily, he may find some of his difficulties removed. 


THE WRITER OF THE ARTICLE “‘ A VERY 
SoLEMN WARNING.” 





APPLICATION UNDER ORDER 14 AGAINST MARRIED 
WOMEN, 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Referring to the remarks under ‘‘ Current Topics” hereon 
(p. 194), may I point out that ‘‘M.’s’’ letter and my reply were both 
confined to contracts entered into before the operation of the new Act 
on the 5th of December last. 

In the case of Atkins v. Bernstein, quoted in those remarks but 
apparently unreported, the judge held that so long as the affidavit 
proved the separate free estate the mere allegation on the writ was 
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summons, and then 


v. Farquhar one of “a crop of moribund cases” which can be 
in actions arising on contracts entered into prior to the o of 
the new Act. : 

To abolish the necessity for proof of separate free estate in such 


cases (distinct from any formal allegation thereof on the writ) 
in effect, make the new Act retrospective as to one of its pri 
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provigjons, 
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Court of Appeal. 


STROUD v. WANDSWORTH DISTRICT BOARD OF WORKS—No, 2, 
‘ 29th January. 

Merrrororis Manacement Amenpment Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 66), 
s. 3—Repram or Carrtacgs Roap—Necessary Works or Reparm— 
Exprnses—APPorTIONMENT AND Recovery—Necgssity or THs Works— 
Locat Aurnorrry To Dscrps. 


A from the judgment of a Divisional Court (Charles and Wright, 
53) ated the 10th of November, 1893 (reported 1894, 1 Q. B. 64, and 
ante, p. 43). The appellant, Mr. Stroud, was the owner of a house and 
land abutting upon Avenue-road, Wandsworth. The respon were 
the Board of Works for the Wandsworth District, and they had ur- 
suance of a resolution passed by the board on the 23rd of March, 1892, 
and of their powers under section 3 of the Metropolis ——— 
Amendment Act, 1890, caused certain works of repair, which were d 
by them to be necessary, to be executed by their surveyor upon Avenue- 
road, which is within their district, and which had at the time of the works 
been used for more than six months for public traffic and had not become 
repairable by them. By an order subsequently made by the board the 


sum of £26 0s. 9d. was apportioned upon the appellant in t of such 
works. Section 3 of the Act provides that, ‘‘ any vestry or ct board 
may from time to time execute any necessary works of repair upon or 


any part of any carriage road within their parish or district which s 
have been used for not less than six months for public traffic, and which 
may not at the time of such repair have become y pec by them,’”’ &. 
And the section goes on to provide, inter alia, for the apportionment upon 
and recovery of the expenses of the works from the owners of houses and 
lands abounding or abutting on such roads in the same manner as if they 
were the expenses of paving a new street under the provisions of the 
Metropolis Sasngeunen Act relative thereto. The appellant refused to 
pay the amount apportioned on him, and the board thereupon proceeded 
inst him before a metropolitan police magistrate to recover the same. 
The appellant contended before the magistrate that the question, whether 
any of the works of were ‘‘necessary,’’ was a question to be 
decided by the magistrate, and that the works in respect of which the 
apportionment had been made upon him were, in fact, not ——: 
‘The magistrate, however, held that he had no jurisdiction to 
whether the works of repair were necessary or not, but that that ques- 
tion was for the board to determine, and he ordered the appellant to 
y the amount claimed, but stated a case for the opinion of the court. 
Phe Divisional Court decided against the appellant, although not without 
some hesitation, and more ly on the part of Wright, J., and held 
that the Legislature had constituted the local aecag devas sole judge of 
the necessity of the repairs. They therefore gave ju ent for the re- 
spondents, but gave leave to appeal. Mr. Stroud appealed. On his 
behalf it was contended thatif the had absolute power to decide as to 
the necessity for repairs it would work injustice to the owners of land, in- 
asmuch as the board could do the repairs without any notice to such 
owners, and The Queen v. Marsham (40 W. R. 84; 1892, 1 Q. B. 371) was 
relied on. For the respondents it was contended that the Act w be- 
come unworkable cpm the word ‘‘ necessary ’’ meant ‘‘ necessary in the 
opinion of the local body.’ 
oo Court (Lanpiey, Kay, and A. L. Smrrn, L.JJ.) dismissed the 


ai ? 
ai, L.J., said the case raised a question of some little difficulty, 
which was, to put it shortly, Who was to be the judge of the necessity of 
the repairs under section 3 of the Act? He thought the solution of the 
difficulty was to be found in considering the object of the section. It was, 
in substance, an addition to a group of sections in the Metropolis e 
ment Acts of 1855 and 1862, relating rth _ Pang of coger. - 
those Acts there was power to pave 8 , but there was no 

repair roads which not yet eons repairable by the local ae 
but it was clear, and it was said in so many words in those Acts, that 
local authority was to be the judge of the necessity for paving. The true 
construction of section 3 was, his lordship thought, that the same persons 
were to be the judges of the necessity for repairs as were the judges of the 
necessity for the works referred to in the former Acts. He saw no reason 
for coming to the conclusion that Parliament intended two different 
tribunals to be j of similar necessities. It was urged that by the 
—_-> language Parliament had shown such an intention, and refer- 
ence been made to the curious fact that in another Act (the Metro- 
polis Management Act, 1862, Amendment Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 54) ) 
Passed on the very same day and in the same year, which deals 
similar matters, express words were used the local authority 
was to be the judge of the necessity. The oe oe ee 


in language was that 53 & 54 Vict. c. 54, s. 1 78 of the 
Act of 1862 and re-enacted that section with an addition, whereas 
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Court was contrary to the decision of the Court of Appeal in Zhe Queen v. 
Marsham, which related to paving expenses. His lordship did not so con- 
sider it. In that case the court decided that in order to recover the ex- 
penses the local authority must prove that they were paving expenses and 
were actually incurred, but that they were judges of the propriety of the 
expenditure. It was quite consistent with that case that the board under 
section 3 of the Act in question were not judges of what were repairs 
although they were the sole judges of the necessity of the repairs, and if 
the court were to decide otherwise they would be putting on this Act a 
construction which would lead to the wildest confusion. 

Kay, L.J., in concurring, also said he thought the question was one of 
considerable difficulty, but that the appeal seemed to him to be an 
attempt to carry the decision in Zhe Queen v. Marsham very much beyond 
what the learned judges in that case stated to be the limit of their 
decision. The effect of that case was that in order to recover an appor- 
tioned part of paving expenses from the adjoining owners of property, the 
local authority must shew that the paving had been done, and that the 
«expenses were ses of paving, but that it was not necessary for them 
to go further and shew that the expenses were proper. That meant that 
the local board were the bedy, and had complete discretion vested in them 
to judge as to the propriety of the expenses. In the present case the board 
must shew thai the repairs had been done, and that the expenses were 
expenses of repair; but having done that, it seemed to his lordship that 
the decision in The Queen v. Marsham was satisfied. It was not the neces- 
sary corollary from that case to hold that the necessity of the repairs was 
also a matter for the decision of the magistrate who was asked to enforce 
payment of the apportioned part of the expenses. Primé facie a public 
authority such as a district board must have some discretion vested in 
them, and his lordship thought that the word ‘‘ necessary’’ in the Act of 
Parliament, although unaccompanied by the words ‘‘ which they may 
think,’’ or ‘‘ which shall appear to be,’’ must be fairly construed as mean- 
ing ‘* necessary’’ in the opinion of the local board who were to do the 
work and pay for it in the first instance, and then apportion the expenses 
and recover them. A. L. Smrrn, L.J., concurred.—Counsgx, Jelf, Q.C., 
and Mattinson ; Channell, Q.C., and J. C. Earle. Sortcrrors, Rezworthy ¢ 
Stroud; W. W. Young § Son. 

[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. } 


HERSEY v. YOUNG—No. 2, 31st January. 


Practice—InsuNcTION—LEAVE TO SERVE Writ ARROAD—LEAVE TO SERVE 
Notice or Motion with Writ—JvrispicTIon. 


Appeal from a decision of North, J. The action was for an injunction 
to restrain the defendant Young from parting with certain stocks, shares, 
and other securities in which the plaintiff claimed to be interested. There 
were other defendants to the action against whom an injunction was 
claimed restraining them from parting with any of such stocks, funds, or 
securities held by them upon trust for Young. Leave had been obtained 
from North, J., to serve Young with the writ abroad, but his lordship was 
of opinion that he had no jurisdiction to give leave to serve notice of 
motion with the writ. Counsel now moved the Court of Appeal for leave 
to serve notice of motion with the writ, and referred to Re Bullen-Smith, 
Berners v. Bullen-Smith (57 L. T. 924). 

Tue Cover (Linptey, Kay, and A. L, Smrrn, L.JJ.) gave the leave 
asked, saying it might be taken for what it was worth, but the court did 
not guarantee it.—Covnset, Eustace Smith. Souscrror, Z. G. Elwes. 


[Reported by Arnruur Lawrence, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chaucery Division. 


CHARLESWORTH v. THE OLD SILKSTONE AND DODWORTH COAL 
AND IRON CO. AND |MURGATROYD; MURGATROYD v. THE OLD 
SILKSTONE AND DODWORTH COAL AND IRON CO. AND OTHERS. 
—Chitty, J., 26th January. 


Srgciric PerrornMaANcE—AGREEMENT FOR LEASE—PURCHASER IN PossEs- 
sIon—Mine. 


This was a motion on behalf of the plaintiffs in the first of the above 
actions, the action being for specific performance by the defendant com- 
pany of an agreement of the 5th of April, 1892, to take a lease of a 
Pollery from the plaintiffs. At the time of the contract the defendant 
company were in possession and working the colliery as underlessees, their 
lessors holding leases from the said plaintiffs with but a short time to run. 

y were a lease of March, 1874, expiring at the end of 1893, and another 
of October, 1883, expiring in May, 1893. The substance of the agreement 
was that the company were to have a lease of the colliery for fifteen years 
from the 3rd of May, 1892, at certain annual rents, the minimum rent 
being £1,200, and on certain payments being made the original lessees 
were to be released from their obligations to the lessors. The company 
were to possess all rights and to undertake all obligations under the then 

ion from the date of such release. The agreement was not to 
apply to the common coal included in the lease of 1874, which was to be 
adopted by the company until further agreement, and the company was 
thus liable to the further payment of the minimum annual rent of £500 
payable thereunder. The ori lessees were released from their obliga- 
ions under their leases on the 28th of May, 1892. The company’s pro- 
rerty and interest under the contract were subject to an equitable charge 
thereon created by debentures. In March, 1893, the company ceased 
working. On the 9th of June, 1893, an order was made in the second of 
the above actions appointing one Hartley receiver of the company’s pro- 
perty comprised in or subject to the security created by the debentures. 


F 





On the 21st of June, 1893, the company went into be mea liquida- 
tion, when Hartley was also appointed voluntary liquidator. 
Working was “sf resumed by him in November, 1893. No 
lease of the ery been granted. The main object of this Bs 
cation was to recover —- of more than £1,500 due to the plaintiff 
vendors for rent since the date of the contract, including the minimum 
rents for common coal for a whole year and for other coal for a half year ; 
but the notice of motion extended to delivery up of possession of the 
colliery and leave to distrain. It was resisted on the ground of a right to 
recoupment of large sums paid to the said plaintiffs by the defendant com- 
pany in respect of ungotten coal. The cases referred to in argument were 
Lewis v. James (34 W. R. 619, 32 Ch. D. 326) ; Buck v. Lodge (18 Ves. 450) ; 
Bonner v. Johnston (1 Mer. 366); Clark v. Elliott (1 Mad. 606); Pryse v. 
Cambrian Railway Co. (15 W. R. 604, L. R. 2 Ch. 444). 

' Currry, J., said that the defendant company were in possession in 
virtue of an independent title when the agreement was entered into. The 
agreement then contemplated the continuance of the company in possession 
after the cesser of their right to | peamaryer under their leases. The 
agreement was in effect for a sale of part of the inheritance as gotten, and 
the rent was equivalent to instalments of purchase-money. It was said 
for the defendant company that they had actually paid for dead-rent and 
royalty for coal which they would be justified in getting without more 
rent some £10,000. The motion was based on the ordinary rules between 
vendor and purchaser, the common order in such cases being to pay the 
money into court for security or give up possession. This did not end 
the contract however where it contemplated possession by the purchaser 
and purchase-money payable by instalments. Where the possession 
was in conformity with the agreement it was a different case. As 
against a purchaser in possession and commiiting waste the vendor had 
a right to have his property protected by such an order as he had 
mentioned. Primd facie the plaintiffs here were right in saying that, 
though working by the company was contemplated before the lease, yet 
the possession under the contract was to be upon the terms of paying rent 
as if the lease had been granted. There was an offer on behalf of the 
liquidator and debenture-holders to pay future rent in advance so that 
there would be no destruction of the inheritance without due payment 
of the instalment of rent, and all rent due in respect of the liquidator’s 
own working; but the plaintiffs insisted on their rights. His lordshi 
thought that the vendors’ primd facie right to insist po of accrui 
purchase-money was not displaced. The matter y stood on the 
common rule, and, though the purchaser was entitled to ssion under 
the contract he was only so entitled accor tothe contract. His lord- 
ship could not consider the ‘ion of the debenture-holders, who had 
only a charge on such equitable interest as the company had under the 
contract. The offer made had an air of reasonableness, but was not on any 
principle, and effect must be given to the vendors’ rights. There would 
be an order for delivery up of possession, unless the money was paid, as 
to £500 in a week, and as to the balance in three months.—Covunsg1, 
Farwell, Q.C., and MacSwinney ; O. L. Clare. Soutcrroxs, Prior, Church, § 
Adams, for Bury §¢ Walker, Barnsley ; Grundy, Kershaw, § Co. 


{Reported by J. F. Waury, Barrister-at-Law.} 


KAVANAGH v. DALLASTON—Chitty, J., 26th January. 
Restraint or Trap—E—Covenant— VALIDITY —REASONABLENESS. 


This was a motion on behalf of the plaintiffs, a limited company of the 
above name carrying on the trade of t and shoe makers, and having 
numerous shops in London and provincial towns, to enforce a covenant 
entered into by the defendant, a former servant of the ge, oe by which 
he bound himself not to carry ona boot and shoe business within two miles 
of any of the plaintiff company’s shops during a period of three years from 
the time of his leaving the company’s service. The defendant left their 
service and shortly afterwards set up a boot and shoe shop within the for- 
bidden distance of—it was alleged, in fact, next door—to a shop of the 
plaintiffs. It was submitted for him that the covenant was unreasonable, 
and therefore void, as being in restraint of trade, and the covenant in 
Mallan v. May (11 M. & W. 653) was referred to. 

Currry, J., was unable to accede to the ar, ts in support of this 
view. It was said that it was in the np y Oe power, by opeaing 8 shop 
in any place, to drive the covenantor away from there, but his 
held that the covenant only a to the shops Fag during the time of 
the covenantor’s employment by the company. His lordship also thought 
that on the os shutting up a shop anywhere the defendant was 
to open a shop there. The argument for the defendant, as was common 
in such cases, first put an unreasonably wide construction on the covenant, 
and then asked the court to hold that the covenant was unreasonable. 
The covenant here was not an undue restraint of trade.—Counsri, Free- 
man; Douglas. Soutcrrors, F. § 7. Smith § Son, for Pope, Marshall, § 
Potter, Colchester ; Stringer. 


{Reported by J. F. Waxey, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re @. HEAD, HEAD », HEAD (TESTER’S CASE)—Chitty, J., 30th January. 


Partnersuip — Novation — Bankers —Deprostr Nore—Liastuiry oF 
Decrasep Partner's Estars. 


This was an ap tion in the administration of the estate of George 
Head, deceased, formerly a partner in the Edenbridge Bank, to render 
such estate liable on a deposit note of the bank for £500. George Head 
died on the 10th of December, 1890, and the note was issued on the 24th 
of December, 1890. The money in respect of which the deposit note was 
given was money transferred from the claimant’s banking account to 
deposit account. Interest was payable on the d+ posit at 3} per cent, per 
annym, and the money was payable on twenty-one days’ stiles. 
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Currry. hing Re G. Head, Head v. Head (42 W. R. 65; 


R. F. Norton. Souscrrons, Hasties ; Clarke § Calkin. 
[Reported by J. F. Wauey, Barrister-at-Law. | 


COATS (LIM.) v. CHADWICK (LIM.)—Chitty, J., 23rd and 27th January. 


Srarement or Puatntirrs’ Cask—Insuncrion. 


Motion by defendants to restrain plaintiffs from issuing the circular 
below mentioned, or any other circular intended or calculated to prejudice 








or impede the fair trial of the action, or in the alternative that a writ of 
sequestration might be issued t the plaintiffs for contempt. The 
plaintiffs, who were cotton manufacturers, had commenced an action for 
an injunction to restrain the defendants, who carried on the same busi- 
ness, from representing, by means of wrappers, labels, tickets, or other- 
wise, that the goods sold by them were the goods of the Bas ng and 
concurrently with their writ they issued the following ular to the 
trade : 


**Dear Srn,—We regret to have to draw your attention to the fact that 
Messrs. James Chadwick & Brother (Limited) have recently attempted 
to injure our trade by adopting a blue label for 400 yards six-cord which 
so closely resembles ours as to produce the result of their goods being 
sean alt as ours, nor can there be any doubt that thie is intended, as 
Messrs. Chadwick have previously, and for a number of years, sold their 
400 yards six-cord with a label of their own which in no way resembles 
ours. 

‘* Being apparently unsuccessful in selling this class of goods with their 
own label, they have now adopted the device of imitating ours, in order 
more readily to find purchasers for their thread. 

‘© We are determined to use every means in our power to put a stop to 
unfair competition of this sort, and have, therefore, commenced proceedin, 
against Messrs. Chadwick. We have also been compelled to take wwe 
ings against retail dealers selling goods manufac by Messrs. Chadwick 
and bearing the blue label whieh is an imitation of oura. 

‘We think it right to warn the trade in general of the course we are 
pursuing, and for your information we beg to give you at foot an extract 
from a recent judgment given in the Chancery Division of the High Court 
of Justice.—Yours truly, J. & P. Coats (Limrep). 


** (EXTRACT FROM JUDGMENT.) 

‘* All I can say in conclusion as to these labels is this, that, though the 
defendant may, if he pleases, use such labels or mp ey as are to his 
liking, he must take very good care that in doing it he not adapt any 
which may have the effect or be calculated to produce the result of passing 
off his goods as those of the plaintiff.’’ 

Counsel for the defendants stated that they were not seeking to restrain 

a libel, but based their motion on the third sort of contempt mentioned by 
Lord Hardwicke in Roach v. Hall (2 Atk. 469), viz., ‘ prejudicing mankind 
against persons before the cause is heard.’’ See also Kitcat v. Sharp (31 
W. R. 227). Counsel for the plaintiffs stated that they could justify 
the libel, and that to publish true statements conld not be contempt of 
court. 

Curry, J., said the defendants’ motion was founded on an alleged con- 
tempt. It was competent for the court, where a contempt was threatened 
or had been committed, to take the more lenient course of granting an 
injunction in preference to making an order for committal or sequestra- 
tion : Plimpton v. Spiller (25 W. R. 152, 4 Ch. D. 286). The circular com- 
plained of was dated the same day as the writ in the action, and was 
signed by the.plaintiffs. It had been widely distributed by the plaintiffs 
among retail dealers in the sewing cotton trade and others. The special 
ground of complaint was that the class of persons to whom the circular 
was addressed was the very class to whom the defendants would have 
to look for evidence in support of their defence, and that it 
was calculated to create a bias against the defendants in the minds 
of those who received it, and to deter them from coming forward 
as witnesses for the defendants. It appeared to his lordship that 
it was calculated to prejudice the defendants in their defence, and that it 
thus fell under the well-established head of contempt by interference with 
the course of justice. It was a strong, one-sided statement by one of the 

rties to the action on the merits of the case pending before the court. 

t unhesitatingly imputed fraud and dishonesty to the defendants. It 
charged them, not merely with imitating the plaintiff's goods, but with 
the deliberate intention of imitating. e fact that Messrs. Coats held 
a high position in the trade, being, as their counsel stated, at the very 
head of the trade, gave additional force to these statements, and rendered 
it the more probable that the traders, and ly the smaller retail 
traders, would be thereby affected adversely to the defendants. The 
plaintiffs’ counsel not only admitted, but boldly asserted, and made it 
of their argument, that the circular was libellons , and that they could 
justify the libel, and oe. — to mcg! the “yy which 
apparently had been adduced for the purpose of sustaining ustifica- 
tion. But the evidence and the argument founded on it were irrelevant 
cn this motion. Interference with the course of justice by the publication 
of ex parte statements by a party to an action was not the less a contempt 
of court becaure the statements were libellous, or because the party 
re d to justify 
to cathe. i The considerations applicable to the 


say be refusing an 
injunction on interlocutory motion no aj in present 
On such a motion as the present the court 


, J., distinguis : 
1893, 3 Ch. 426), held that the character of the bank’s debt was altered, and 
there was a novation, and the claim must be disallowed.—Counsg1, Eve ; 


Contempt or Court—Action Psenpinc—Pustiication or AN Ex Parte 
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the libel, or because the libel dealt with the merits of | the 
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Bush $ Mellor, for Cunliffes $ Grey, Manchester; Linklaters, 
[Reported by G. Rowtaxp Atston, Barrister-at-Law. } 


SMALL v. NATIONAL PROVINCIAL BANK OF ENGLAND—Stirling, J.,. 

27th January. 

Britt or Satze—Morroace or Lanp—Express Asstanment or Frxzp 
Trape Macuinerny—Powsr or Sare—Brius or Sate Act, 1878 (41 & 3 
42 Vicr. o. 31), 8s. 3, 4, 5, 7. E 
The tiff in this action was the trustee of an indenture, dated the 

5th of , 1893, which was duly registered under the of 

Ar t Act, 1887, Cee vdiedht ook ‘emai A. Stevenson, of 

the -street Works, Chester, mill t 


i 


to the tiff. The defendants were a deed the 
9th of h, 1892, by which Stevenson, as owner, granted and 
assigned to them all the freehold and leasehold hereditaments 


to him, together with all and 
machinery, fixtures, implements 


tered as a bill of sale, contained a covenant by the mortgagor to a 
building insured, and also the plant and machinery, and it further ” 
the conditions under which the statutory power of sale was to be 4 
——— The —— had an ions for the sale of a 
mac , engines, boilers, ’ tn Fpl 9 Bd 4 
ccanpetion with the Seller-street works. Phe — claimed a declara- 
the fixed appurtenances 
works, and the pipes for steam, water, and 
were vested in him upon the trusts of the said indenture of the 5th 
ee 1893, and he ay moved Ay! a aoenete. i restrain 

ndants from selling or offering , dealing , or otherwise 
disposing of as their own the said trade machinery, and for a 
that the same to as such trustee It was con- 
tended on his _— that the 
regard to the fixed machinery, 
accordance with the provisions of the Bills 
gagees had no right to such machinery. 
submitted that the reference to the fixtures in the ne deed was 
nothing more than the insertion of a portion of the Ww 
be introduced into the deed by force of section 6 of the Conveyancing Act, 
1881, and that the fixed plant would have passed to the 
there had been no such words in the 4 
Ex parte Byrne (36 W. R. 345, 20 Q. B. D. 310) and Re Yates, Batcheldw 
v. Yates (36 W. R. 563, 38 Ch. D. 112), 

Srintine, J., said it had been decided 

Re Burdett, Ex parte aoe, at oe we utr g Se 
roperty which it ought not nclude ving 
ills of Sale Act, 1878, make the bill of sale void 5 
decided in Re Yates that where there was 
a power of sale, such conveyance was not 
of the Act of 1878. In b 
‘The question we have to decide is this, whether a 
under a mortgage framed > 
the land or mill, the trade machinery on it. If he can, then it ; 
that, as regards trade machinery, it would be impossible to avoid ’ - 
clusion that this is a bill of sale and void, because it is mot registered... . | 3 
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For the purposes of the Bills of Sale Act it is necessary to ascertain the | 

character of the erate as a _ or Fr ment ae } 4 
anybody, with any to accuracy say a ee 
land in fee simple is an assurance of chattels? It is im ble. fe 


. . . The trade machinery passes as a portion of the land, not as 
chattels, and if you look at this conveyance you cannot find from 
last anything about personal els... . It is a mortgage 
nothing more, nothing less.” In the present case there was not 
conveyance of land or of land and fixtures, but of land “ 
all and r the fixed and movable 
implements, and utensils.”” In this deed, 
was the subject of coustruction in Re Yates, personal chattels 
veyed and assigned gud chattels, and not as to the 
could not agree with the contention that the reference to the 
the oe Bang he. much surplusage, for not oe’ Se the 
tione t they were grouped 

seemed to his Tordship 

the grantees under the deed 
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to go into the merits 

of the action. The circumstance that the moving goles for the 
less severe remedy by injunction rather thay the more stringent remedy 
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ae. Under the circumstances, therefore, his lordship thought Re 
ates did not apply, and that the mortgagees could not sell the trade 
machinery apart from or even with the land, and he accordingly granted 
the injunction that was asked for.—Covunsz., Hastings, Q.C., and Broom- 
field; Buckley, Q.C., and EF. Beaumont. Soxicrtons, EZ. A. Fuller, for E. 
Brassey, Chester; Wilde, Berger, § Moore. 

{Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. | 


TUCKER v. TUCKER—Romer, J., 27th January. 


Frau—Tavsrers—Loan on Derostr to Firm—A.TERATION IN PERSONNEL 
or Finm—Liasiniry ror Not CALLING In LoAN—Novation or Dept. 
Stephen Tucker, by his will, as to the proceeds of certain policy 
moneys, directed his trustees ‘“‘to invest the money, . . . either by 
the same on deposit in the hands of the firm of Baker Tucker 
Co., silk warehousemen, should they be willing to receive it at interest”? ; 
but, if not, then to invest as therein mentioned. The trustees placed on 
deposit £8,633 with the firm, which consisted, at the testator’s death, of 
Tucker and the defendant William Tucker. H. Tucker died in 
1875, whereupon William Tucker admitted Henry Emilius Tucker and the 
defendant Stephen Baker Tucker as partners. H. E. Tucker left the firm 
in 1878, and Arthur John Tucker was admitted. The loan was never 
called in after any of these changes, and in 1881 the trustees retired, 
ting a member of the then firm (the defendant Stephen Baker 
ker) and one C. Cannon as trustees, The firm was subsequently con- 
verted into a limited company under the Companies Acts, and 8,633 
erence shares issued to the defendant 8. B. Tucker, as representing 
the testator’s funds so lent. These shares were said to be valueless. 8S. B. 
Tucker and A. J. Tucker agreed at the same time with William Tucker to 
indemnify him against any claim on account of the £8,633. This action 
was brought by the beneficiaries of the will alleging breach of trust by 
leavi: the moneys with the firm after the changes in its personnel, and 
that W. Tucker had never ceased to be 
fact, a constructive trustee of the sum. 
Romer, J. [after dealing with a point which does not call for a re 


liable for the amount, and was, in 


rt, 


proceeded :—] I cannot bring myself, on the terms of the will of the 
testator Stephen Tucker, to hold that the trustees were authorized to lend 
the money in question to any firm but that which, at the date of the will 


and of the testator’s death, carried on business under the name of Baker 
Tucker & Co. Ido not think he contemplated or authorized the lending 
of the money to any persons (not being members of the last-named firm) 
who might, as whew A one or otherwise, be for the time being carrying on 
business under the same name. I think the testator authorized the lend- 
‘ing of the money only to the firm of Baker, Tucker, & Co. as constituted 
at the date of his death, and the continuance of the loan as a “‘ deposit ’’ 
with that firm so long as it existed, and nolonger. There is nothing in 
this will which points to a continuance of the ‘‘ deposit ’’ after any mem- 
ber of the firm may have died or retired. Primd facie, a testator who 
authorizes a loan by his will to a firm does so because he has faith in and 
‘places reliance on the members of that firm as constituted at his death; 
and in this cage it is to be observed that the testator was during his life- 
time connected with the business then carried on by William and Henry 
Tucker, and that in his will he speaks of the money being placed ‘in the 
hands”’ of the firm should ‘‘ they ’’ be willing to receive it. This being 
so, I am of opinion that when the firm existing at the testator’s death 
became dissolved by the death of Henry Tucker, it was the duty of the 
then trustees and of the subsequent trustees to have got the money in, and 
that they committed a breach of trust by not doing so, for which they 
are responsible, if any loss has resulted therefrom, tu the extent of such 
loss so far as necessary to make good the plaintiff's interest in the money, 
and subject, as to the plaintiff Mary Tucker, to the operation of section 8 
of the Act, 1888, and so I declare.—Counsz., Chadwyck Healey 
and ae Heath ; Neville, Q.C., P. 8. Stokes, Haldane, Q.C., G. F. Hart, 
Oswald, Q.C., Fooks, and A. a’B. Terrell. Soxtcrrors, Tocgue § Rodyk ; 
Tufnell, Southgate, § Co. ; Kennedy, Hughes, § Kennedy ; Hughes § Sons; T. 
Allingham. 


[Reported by J. W. Greta, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Winding-up Cases. 
Re THE HERCYNIA COPPER CO. (LIM.)—Wright, J., 24th January. 


Company—Winvina vup— Contrinvtory —Direcror’s QuaLiricaTtion — 
AGREEMENT To act As Dinecrorn—Impiiep Contract To TAKE SHARES. 


This was an = by Arthur Richardson, whose name had been 
placed on the of contributcries of the above-named company, for an 
order that his name should be excluded from the list of contributories of 
the above-named company, which was in the course of winding up. The 
company was incorporated on the 21st of July, 1891. The applicant was 
named as one of the first directors of the company by the articles of 
association (article 80). A prospectus of the company was issued with the 
applicant’s name thereon as one of the first directors, and a copy was signed 
- agg It also appeared that he ~ er a print of the articles of associa- 
. By article 84 it was provid 
should be the holding of clinens or other shares of the company to the 
nominal amount of £250, but the first directors should have power to act 
before acquiring their qualification, but were to uire the same in an 
event one month of their appointment, and in the event of th 
not £0 acquiring it, they were to be deemed to have applied for the same 
from the com , and the shares were to be allotted to them accordingly. 
same that the company was registered, and in his lordship’s 
opinion after the registration had taken place, the applicant wrote to the 


that the qualification of a director | 
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consulting engineer of the company a letter ref to his having 
the prospectus and the articles of association. This letter his lordship 
considered was sent to the engineer as an agent for the company, and was 
intended as a letter to the company. On the 8th of September, 1891, the 
applicant wrote to the secretary of the company as follows :—*‘ After care- 
consideration I find it — to attend to the duties of a director 
of your board. Iam fearfully pressed with business, and Swansea 
so far from town, I cannot give the time. I therefore think it my duty 
reluctantly to resign, which resignation please place before my co-directors 
and take any other proper steps. When I consented to join the board, I 
was much freer, and could then, as matters stood, have acted, but 
matters have cro up since which make it impossible.”” The compan 
that they accepted the resignation, and they allo : 
0 


replied to this le 
him the qualification shares, and placed his name upon the 

members. The applicant never attended any meetings of the company, or 
acted as a director. On behalf of the applicant it was said that according 
to the decision in Isaac's case (40 W. R. 518 ; 1892, 2 Ch. 158) he was not 
liable to take the shares unless he had in fact acted as a director. 

Waicut, J., said that though the case was one of great ey ge he 
thought on the whole he ought to keep the applicant’s name on the of 
contributories. The case was in several meapeees peculiar, particularly 
with regard to the letters written by the applicant and the articles. By 
article 80 the applicant was named as one of the first directors of the 
company. This article and article 84 purported to appoint the applicant 
a director and to provide for his qualification, and must be considered with 
reference to the following facts. On the 21st of July, 1891, the very day 
when the company was incorporated and when a prospectus was to be 
issued, the applicant wrote to the consulting engineer of the company, who 
was probably the prime mover in the affair, a letter referring ro tg 3 Brn 
signed the prospectus and the articles, and from certain expressionsin the 
letter it might be inferred that the letter was written after the company 
had been incorporated, and was sent to the recipient as agent for the 
company, and was in point of fact intended as a letter to the company. 
The Bc pers shewed the name of the applicant as a director, and he 
signed the articles, not as one of the ordinary signatories, but to shew his 
assent tothem. He could not have signed for no purpose whatever, or 
merely so as to contract with the other persons si He must have 
signed so as to shew his ascent to a contract with the company, inasmuch 
as his assent was not otherwise ‘wanted. The directors other than the 
applicant attended board meetings, but the applicant attended no such 
meetings, and he did not otherwise act as a director. On the 8th of 
September, 1891, he wrote to the secretary of thecompany. [His lordship 
read the letter.] His lordship said he certainly would have been loath to say 
that a letter in which a person said that he found he had made a mistake 
as to being able to act and resigned his office amounted to an admission 
that he had agreed to take shares, but the terms of it might shew that he 
had, and the terms of the letter were stronger than’a mere resignation 
would have been. He said, ‘‘ When I consented to join the board.” 
His lordship thought the proper inference to be drawn was that 
from the 21st of July to the 8th of September he held himself out 
as a director. The answer of the company to that letter was that 
they would accept the resignation, but they allotted the shares, 
and the applicant was placed on the ister. It was clear 
that the mere fact of being a party to the articles as one of the subscribers 
did not make a contract between the subscriber and the company; but 
the question here was, Was there an acceptance by the applicant of the 
office of director, or an ment to accept it upon the terms of the 
articles? In Isaac's case (supra) Stirling, J., and the Court of Appeal held 
that when a man had acted as a director he must be taken to have acted 
upon the terms of the articles, and some of the judges indicated that it 
was their opinion that he must be taken to have done the. same, even if 
he had not acted, provided that he had agreed to act. There was here an 
acceptance of the office of director, or an agreement by the applicant to 
accept it upon the terms of the articles. If so he was bound by article 84. 
On the whole his lordship thought the applicant had accepted the office 
of director. He thought that the fact that the applicant authorized 
the company by the letter of the 21st of July to him out to the 
world as a director, and that he allowed to be named as a first 
director, was evidence that he agreed to accept the office upon the terms 
of the articles, and that hein consequence agreed totake theshares. That 
conclusion was fortified by the applicant’s own statement in his letter. 
His name must therefore remain on the list of contributories.—CounszL, 
Bingley ; Whinney. Soxscrrors, J. J. G. Pugh, for G. J. L. Morgan, Swan- 
sea; Slaughter ¢ May. 

[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. |} 








High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
NICHOLSON v. LONDON, CHATHAM, AND DOVER RAILWAY CO. 
Practice—Payment into Cournt—Rarmway Fares cHARGED In Excess oF 

Sraturony Powser—Test Acrion—Payment into Court oF FULL 

AMOUNT CLAIMED with Denrat or Liaprmrry—R. 8. C., XXII., 1-6. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Bruce, J., at chambers. The 
action was brought by the plaintiff to recover a sum of £1 being the 


te amount c him by the defendants in respect of five journeys 
fons Lanien te Calais in excess of the statutory fares which the defendants 
were entitled to charge. The plaintiff that the maximum first- 


class fare which was allowed by statute was £1 93. 6d., the amount 
which the plaintiff had to pay on each journey being £1 13s. 6d. 
defendants 


The plain 


The 
the full amount claimed into court, with a denial of liability. 
thereupon took out a summons to strike out the defence on 











‘Feb. 3, 1894. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 











the ground that the course taken by the defendants was contrary to the 
meaning of order 22. It was contended by counsel for the plaintiff that 


the object of that order was to enable the defendants to make an offer to | furth 


settle the action ; it did not contemplate the provision as to payment into 
court being used to defeat the trial of a test action, which, in the present 
instance, was brought to try the legal right of company to 
fares to passengers in excess of the statu amount. In the present 
case it would be impossible to try that che ion if the device adopted by 
the defendants was allowed to succeed. It was argued by cou for the 
defendants that a test action could only be pee = by agreement, and 
that as the whole of the ge was paid into court, the appeal 
became one as to costs only, which the court would not entertain. 

Tur Covrr (MAruew and Corios, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. It was 
impossible to determine that the defendants were wrong in the 

t appeal, inasmuch as there being no —— case must stand 

on its own circumstances, and under the o: the ts in this case 
were entitled to pay the amount claimed into court with a denial of 
liability. But it would be dismissed without prejudice to any application 
by the plaintiff to amend his pleadings so as to claima declaration of his 
legal right, and the costs of the appeal would be costs in the cause.— 
CounseL, Channell, Q.C,, and ©. Hunter; Mansel Jones. Soricrtors, 
Munton § Morris ; J. Lewis Morgan. 


[Reported by J. P. Mrxxor, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN THE LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL 
AND THE LONDON STREET TRAMWAYS CO.—22nd January. 


Tramway Company—Sare ro Locat AvuTrnorrry—Princre.e or VALUATION 
—** VALUR EXCLUSIVE OF ANY ALLOWANCE For Past on Future Prorrrs’’ 
—JTonpon Street Tramways Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicr. c. cLxxr.), 8s. 3, 44. 


Motion to set aside the award of a referee appointed under the London 
Street Tramways Act, 1870, to settle the terms upon which the London 
County Council should purchase the tramways of London Street Tram- 
ways Oo. The parties were unable to agree as to the principle upon which 
the company’s tramways were to be valued for the p e of ascertaining 
the price to be paid by the council. The referee pted the view of 
the council, and the company now moved to set aside his award. The 
terms of the Act under which the purchase was made by the council, as 
successors to the Metropolitan B of Works, and the alternative pro- 

of the parties as to the principle of valuation, are stated in the 
judgments of the court. The sum awarded by the referee as the value of 
the purchased tramways and works, ‘‘ measured by what it would cost the 
tramways company or the county council to establish the purchased tram- 
ways if such tramways did not now. exist, but taking into account a proper 
deduction in respect of depreciation,’’ was £64,540. Had the view of the 
tramways company as to the principle of valuation been adopted, the sum 
arrived at would have been largely increased. 

Tur Court (Maruzw and Coxtins, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Maruew, J.—This is a motion to set aside or remit an award fixing 
the value of certain tramways which are taken over by the 
London County Council, as successors of the Metropolitan Board of 
Works, under the London Street Tramways Act, 1870 (33 & 34 
Vict. c. clxxi.), s. 44. The arbitrator was appointed under the 
terms of that section. Disputes arose before him as to the meaning 
of the words in the ion applicable to the mode of valuation. 
The company contended that the valuation was to be arrived at in the 
ordinary way—i.c., by finding what the rental would be, and allowi 
so many years’ purchase of that rental. On the other hand, it was 
that the value was to be ascertained by treating it as being the cost of 
construction, less depreciation. These different modes bi about an 
important difference in the result. The case iteelf is also of considerable 
importance. ‘The 44th section of the Act of 1870 provides that ‘‘the 
Metropclitan Board of Works may within six months after a period of 
twenty-one years from the Fans of this Act’. . . by notice in 
writing require the company to sell, and thereupon the rage A shall sell 
to them their undertaking, upon terms of pa: the then value (exclu- 
sive of any allowance for past or future profits of the undertaking, or any 
compensation for compulsory sale or other consideration whatsoever) of 
the tramway, and all lands, buildings, works, materials, and plant of the 
company suitable to and used by them for the purposes of their under- 
taking, such value to be in case of difference determined b an engineer 
or other fit person nominated as referee by the Board of ‘PES 
and when any such sale has been made, all the rights, powers, and 
authorities of the company in respect of the ing sold... 
shall be transferred to, vested in, and may be exercised by the Metropoli- 
tan Board of Works in like manner as if that board had been authorized 
by this Act to construct the tramways, and had been named in this Act 
instead of the company.’’ Now, the differences that 
in the award substantially as follows :—‘‘ In the course of the pee 
before me the tramways company proposed to tender evidence of 
actual profits made by them from traffic in the purchased tramways, and 
stated that the object of such evidence was to arrive at the value of the 
pong ge by taking a certain number of years’ purchase of the profits 
to 
objection to such evidence, on the ground haviag regard to the 
terms of the London Street Tramways Act, 1870, the referee was - 
hibited from taking profits into consideration for the purpose - 
said; and I ref to receive such evidence, on the ground that the 
terms of the Act and of the instrument i which I was ted referee 
did not authorize me to adopt a method of valuation on years’ 
purchase of profits. In the subsequent course of the the 
company tendered evidence to shew the rental value the tramways 
00) as let, or capable of being let, toa tenant. The council 


wn by such evidence; and the — council gave notice of. 
that, 





Sbtestion to such evidence, but 


ection as migh' 


directed involves an allowance for past 


meaning of the said 
shew the opinion of 
of the tramways and 


sold ? 


a rs 


at yh 
upon 
that is, for what has taken. 
Bs the 


, aS terms of paying ‘‘the then value 
Now, in Grd section there is this definition : 
or 








of the tramway.” 
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*? are vested in such person. The company 
can, > hts in such acase. The same language is 
used in the section we are dealing with. The company are eelling both 
the thing and the right to use it. In the Kirkleatham case the purchaser 
had aliunde a right to use the thing. Here the purchasers of the thing 
for the first time the right to use it. Coming now to the 
parenthesis, it is quite fair that, as the company came into existence on the 
condition that at the end of twenty-one years it might be put an end to, 
there should be no allowance for compulsory sale. It is also fair that no 
allowance should be made for the loss of the opportunity of earning future 
profits, as that was known to be a condition from the first. The words, 
* the then value”’ are of great importance. They imply that the value is 
to be bared on that which could be made by the use of the tramway. The 
arbitrator having adopted an interpretation which excluded this considera- 
tion, the award thust be remitted to him.—Covunsg1, Sir R. E. Webster, 
QC., Cripps, Q.C, and Henry Sutton; Finlay, Q.0., and Freeman. 
Soxicrrors, Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, § Co.; W. A. Blazland. 
[Reported by T. R. C. Diiu, Barrister-at-Law. } 





LAW SOCIETIES, 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
GENERAL MEETING. 
A special general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was held on 
Friday, the 26th ult., at the society’s hall, Chancery-lane, the chair being 
taken by the president, Mr. R. P. Morre ct (Oxford). 


Ruiz 26, Orpver 16, 

Mr. Henry Mossor (London) moved, in accordance with notice: ‘‘ That 
the council be requested to consider the provisions of rule 26 of order 16 of 
the Rules of the Supreme Court, with a view to a repeal or modification of 
such rule.”” He said he imagined that when the Supreme Court Rules in 
the ordinary course of an action acted oppressively or harshly to a solicitor 
in his representative capacity as a solicitor, it was the duty of such soli- 
citor, should he be a member of the society, to bring it to the notice of the 
council in the way he proposed, for the purpese of proving to their satis- 
faction that there was need for an amendment of the rule in question. 
The council would then be in a position to put their views before the 
authorities for the purpose of securing that amendment. Ord. 16, r. 26, 
was as follows :—‘‘ Where a person is admitted to sue or defend as a 
pauper the court or a judge may, if necessary, assign a counsel or soli- 
citor, or both, to assist him, and a counsel or solicitor so assigned shall not 
be at liberty to refuse his assistance unless he satisfies the court or judge 
that he has some good reason for so refusing.’’ The only other orders to 
which he (Mr. Mossop) thought it might be desirable to refer were the 
rules in the same matter. One of these was that where the pauper was a 
proposed plaintiff it was necessary, before he could be admitted to sue as 
a. that he should be fortified with the opinion of counsel as to 

her he had reasonable grounds for proceeding. A further rule pro- 
vided that to attempt to take or receive any fee or reward from the pauper 
client was a contempt of court. To shew the harshness of the rule he 
referred to an instance of his own personal experience. He had a client 
in view who was a defendant in a heavy partnership suit, and who asked 
him to represent his interests therein. The suit had been going on for 
some years, and he (Mr. Mossop) ascertained, in answer to inquiries he 
made, that the client had been represented by a firm of solicitors of great 
tation in Lincoln’s-inn-fields, and that they had not continued to 
represent him because he was not able to pay the necessary fees. He had 
thereupon made an application to be allowed to defend asa pauper. He 
. Mossop) had gone into the facts with him, and had finally resolved 

it was not a case in which he should like to act, and politely told him 
eo, .He (Mr. Mossop) was surprised when the client, knowing the rules 
y better than he did himself, said: ‘‘ You decline to act; then I 
you.”’ And on the following morning he received a letter from 
one of the chief clerks of one of the judges of the Chancery Division 


= 


1 


.and that, unless he could satisfy the judge that he had some 


eg cause to shew against it, an order would be made appoint- 
g him solicitor. He wrote to the chief clerk pointing out such 
circumstances as he thought reasonable, such as that he had acted 
for the defendant many years previously, and he had failed to fulfil his 
obligations, and giving other reasons against being required to act for 
him. He received a letter in reply from the judge’s chief clerk that the 
reasons had been considered, and the judge was of opinion that they were 
not sufficient. He (Mr. Mossop) then raw the judge in his private room, 
but failed to satisfy him that he brought himself within the saving clause. 
The case was one in which there was no possible defence. It was his 
duty to go through a very voluminous mass of papers which were handed 
to him by the itor who had previously had the conduct of the case, 
and there was no possibility that the defendant could ever get anything 
out of the ion. He (Mr. Mossop) thought it uureasonable, im- 
, and oppressive to put this rule upon solicitors asa body. It was 
not his duty to suggest a remedy, but if it was put to him to doso, he 
eay that there was an official solicitor to whom all such cases should 
referred. It was not neces for the pauper client to say on oath or 


' 


that he had any reasonable case, yet the solicitor was compelled 
deal with the case as if he were dealing with a client with a large 
t of money at his disposal. 

Mr. Francis Miuer (London) seconded the motion. He said he had 
had no notion until he had heard Mr. Mossop that such disabilities 


fe 





attached to solicitors as ap to be the case, and the case seemed to 
him to be one for interference of the council of the society in 
order that they might be removed. It was monstrous that all that the 

laintiff need say was, “‘I am too r to employ a solicitor,’’ and that 
be could then fix upon any solicitor he might know and say, ‘‘ You shall, 
with your leave, or without your leave and against your wish, be my 
solicitor, and I will make you act for me for nothing.” That a judge 
should have power to decide that a solicitor should take up a case for 
nothing was wrong in every way, and this was a disability which ought 
to be taken off the shoulders of the profession. 

Mr. R, W. Diep (London) said he was rather surprised that the 
practice’ was as given p Mossop. He had always understood that 
the chancery registrar a) declined to draw up an order of this 
kind without the consent of the solicitor being produced. He knew that 
had been the practice in some cases, and had thought it was the practice 
in all. Of course, if it was not so, he went with the mover of the 
resolution. 

Mr. Hy. Tayier Caney said he was afraid the gentlemen who had 
spoken already had overlooked the fact that the practice which was 
specified in the rule in question had been the tice of the Court of 
Chancery for a very long period, several h years in fact, and he 
thought a similar practice had prevailed in the common law courts, 
though it was confined to the cases of eee in the latter case. But in 
the Court of Ohancery it had always the practice for the court to 
have the power, and therefore the matter must be considered as one of 
old standing. Of course, he did not pro al her to dissent from 
the resolution, because he thought it ht some consideration, 
and it ry oy be possible to have the rule modified, but they must not lose 
sight of the fact that they would have a great deal to contend with, owing 
to the practice having existed for so long a period. 

Mr. F. R. Parxer (London) said the subject appeared to be one 
eminently fit for consideration by the council, and a contrary view 
was expressed he would suggest that a representation should at: omce be 
made with regard to it. After the statement of (Mr. | the subject 
should not be passed over sub silentio, or without further consideration, and 
no one was better fitted to deal with it than the council. 

Mr. A. H. Hastie (London) urged the council to a the resolution 
and endeavour to get rid of an obligation of long ing. He moved, 
as an amendment, to leave out the words ‘‘ with a view to a repeal or 
modification of such rule.’’ 

‘The amendment having been seconded, 

The Prestpent said he thought these words rather objectionable, but 
did not know what to t. 

Mr. Mossor said that he was quite willing to withdraw the words in 
question, which would, perhaps, seem to place the council under an 
obligation to adopt the course suggested, because he was anxious the 
council should consider the matter. 

The motion was then put in the following form :—‘“‘ That the council 
be requested to consider the provisions of rule 26 of order 16 of the Rules 
of the Supreme Court in all its bearings,’’ and carried unanimously, 


UNDISCHARGED BANKRUPTS. 


Mr. Hastie moved, in accordance with notice : ‘‘ That it is expedient in 
future editions of the Calendar of the Incorporated Law Society to mark, 
with a distinguishing mark, the name of every solicitor who, at the latest 
time at which inquiry could reasonably be before the Calendar went 
to press, was an undischarged bankrupt.’’ He suid he did not think 
there was any need of saying we: in favour of the resolution, 
because if any one in the room had the hardihood to stand up and 
say he wished to be placed on an equality with an uncertificated bankrupt 
he would have his right of reply, when he should say exactly what he 
thought of his views, if not of him. But there were one or two observa- 
tions which he would like to make with regard to the way in which the 
council should proceed with the object of getting this legislation passed. 
It had seemed to him for a long time past —and his opinion had been con- 
firmed by a great many members of the society to whom he had spoken in 
the matter—that the council had trusted rather too much to those mem- 
bers of the profession who were members of the House of Commons, and 
very much too little to that enormous pressure which the profession at 
large were in a position to bring to bear upon members of Parliament all 
over the country. He had heard 1t said that the Law Society was the best 
trade union in the country. Even if it were, they could probably do 
nothing more certain to make it not the best than by resting in that belief 
instead of trying to improve themselves. If they noticed what the 
publicans and the blue ribbon people and other Pom & were able to do in 
the way of influencing opinion in Parliament it would be seen that the 
society was not by any means the best trade union. But they ought to be 
careful over their own interests, and he dared say that in the council 
chamber they were well looked after. The profession did not manage the 
House of Commons in the way they ought to do. 

Mr. W. Metmorn Watrers (London) asked whether this was the ques- 
tion before the meeting? He failed to follow it as put by Mr. Hastie. 

Mr. Hastie asked he might move the resolution and the second 
resolution that stood in his name together. 

The Presipent thought the resolutions had better be taken separately. 

Mr. Hastie: Very well, then ; I will merely move it. 

Mr. C. T. Nicnoits (London) seconded the motion. 

The Presmpent said he would only venture to point out that it did not 
follow that it was always a man’s fault that he was bankrupt. It might 
be his misfortune. 

Mr. Tuomas Hoxtams (London) said that, notwithstanding the intima- 
tion that he should merit some strong observations on the part of Mr. 
Hastie in reply, he would venture to suggest that this was an yndesirable 
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and im resolution. He had yet to learn that was 
'y a crime, or that insolvency was necessarily a . the 

course of his experience, and in the experience 
had known many estimable men, both in the 
profession, who, by the misconduct of a partner or the deception of a 
client, or some other calamity, had been brought into pecuniary difficulty. 
He for one should be extremely sorry that the meeting should add to the 
injury inflicted upon men who might be unfortunate, but still t be 
honourable. The motion was impracticable and , because it was 
to be borne in mind that, even if it were right to men because 
erous, 
pt, 


E 
2 
: 


they had been unfortunate, it would obviously be unjust and ——— 
because this misfortune, the period of being an uncertificated 
might be eliminated in time; but, in a publication brought out 
only once a year, it would remain for a period of twelve months, or aw 
longer, for these publications were not withdrawn at the expiration of t 
year. This would expose the unfortunate men to the stigma long after 
the cause of it might have been wiped away, and his on ex! d, 
and it had been shewn that he was guilty of no of personal mis- 
conduct. Consequently, he did hope, notwithstanding the threats which 
had been held out of some very strong stigma on those who opposed the 
resolution, that the meeting would not — 

Mr. Hastizg, in reply, said that Mr. Hol reminded him very much 
of the gentleman who was brought up for lic examination in the 
Bankruptcy Court who was constantly by one of the 


examining him about his misfortunes. He said that he did not under- | them 


stand. There was a crowded court and a else understood, but 
the bankrupt would not or did not understand. ntly he said, “y 
think I see what you mean. By my miefortunes you mean the misfortunes 
of my creditors,’’ and he was perfectly correct. He had suffered no mis- 
fortune, but his unfortunate creditors had. If a solicitor so miemanaged 
his affairs that he was not solvent, and let his clients in for money which 
he was bound to account for to them, he (Mr. Hastie) said, whether the 
man was fraudulent as he generally was—(Loud cries of ‘‘Oh’’). He (Mr. 
Hastie) was talking about what he knew, thore who interrupted were 
shouting about what they did not know. He had been through the list of 
bankrupt solicitors for one year. There were sixty-two, and he did not 
believe there were six of them who had not shewn statements of affairs 
that were dishonourable. He repeated that he thought a man who had so 
conducted his business, whether by dish or a sort of neg 
which was near frand, it was right that the pu should know it. The 
State had recognized this, and one of the provisions and conditions were 
that he should be duly advertised in the don Gazette, so that the fact 
was already made public. He was only proposing that it should be put in 
@ compendious form before the members of the fession, so that the 
Calendar, which no one bought except solicitors, which they had always 
ready for reference, would shew them at once whether a solicitor had or 
had not paid 20s. in the pound. 
The motion was negatived, only five votes being given in its favour. 


Bankrupt Sonicrrors AND Practistnc Cgrriricatzs. 
Mr. Hastiz moved in accordance with notice :—‘' That it is expedient 
that steps be taken to enable the council to cancel the certificate to 
practise of, and thereafter to refuse to grant a certificate to, any solicitor 


against whom a receiving order shall have been made, or who shall have | council 


compounded with, or — his oe = the benefit of his creditors, 
unless and until he shall have pS es ‘ore the committee of the Law 
Society and have satisfied them either that such receiving order, —- 
tion, or assignment was brought about by causes which he could not have 
foreseen or prevented, or that there were special circumstances connected 
therewith sufficient in the opinion of the committee to justify them in 
granting a renewal of the solicitor’s certificate; and that where an 
affidavit is presented to the council stating that any solicitor is hable to 
have his certificate cancelled or refused for the reasons aforesaid, they 
shall eummon such solicitor before them, and hear the case in the same 
way as if the solicitor had been called upon to answer matter contained in 
an affidavit alleging professional misconduct against him, and that every 
solicitor whoee certificate shall be refused or cancelled shall have a it of 
appeal to the High Court of Justice.” He said he had ta deal 
of trouble in so framing the motion as to take care that no injustice 
should be done to anyone. The motion merely amounted to this, that 
where a solicitor had become bankrupt in consequence of any acts which 
he could have foreseen or prevented, and in cases where there were no 
special circumstances which, in the opinion of the council, would entitle 
him to or ae ——. should pte in a hag yun to 
practise. e not t e sh serve urpose by sayin 

much more in favour of the resolution. If ts ateting seriously fone | 
solicitors who have become bankrupt from causes they ought to have pre- 
vented to continue to practise, he conld only say the condition of the 
profession was very much worse than he had supposed it to 

Mr. Nicwotts seconded the motion. : 

Mr. Watters thought that a word or two ought to be said on the 
of the council. Perhaps it was not for him to say more t 
that, as they had rejected the first resolution, they certainly 4 fortiori 
would reject this, which eaid they should strike him off 
render him incapable of practising for the future. He did not quite 
pe 9 ne dh Nine A Dn theme te AE 
manag own property was therefore incom t to manage 
else’s affairs. Mr. Hastie would hardly find that to be the case in practice. 
‘There were some most memorable cases in of le mismanaging 
their own affairs but managing the affairs of the very much better. 
There was a statesman of whom one had heard, of the name of Pitt, who 
died in the most involved circumstances , but he, nevertheless 


z 


and | in one of the colonies, where the most 
struck 


brought it to a pitch of prosperity it had never before The fact 
tht 8 an waa eer ha own howe mgt conmterbiy feos 


Mr. Hastie had referred to the number of who became bank- 
rapt, but it would be found that a very small proportion of these over- 
ped the line of honesty. 


r. Hastiz: No, Sir. 
Mr. Wauranrs said he came to this conclusion the cases that came 


it would be nevessary to an Ac fa tetas SARS 
waald ihe see en Bag lige Mace to em- 
o toe not in that position The council reported to the 
ance. were now. 
court and the court did the off, and he 


who are 

Mr. Hastie y- 

Mr. Waurenrs said it would put the council in moe 
He thought their present was the proper one ae a into 


the facts and reported, an: the court took the responsibility 
should be very sorry to see that referred to 


poschation wonie he Gupeeees Oy ey first one had been 
=e 5 A Naina x png Ne ee ee 
would practicall society a court of appeal from ruling 
of the J in i ta lity a lb am er gr 
person who investigated circumstances and said the was 
entirely the result of misfortune, and he would suspend the bankrupt for a 
month or two a merely nominal suspension. oe 
sion of the Judge in , who was acquainted with all the 
some in: or hostile client was to come before the council and ask them 
to sit in j decision. Could any more monstrous 
i. 4 ht f P 

of the previous speaker ‘He hed boon under the jaspreseion that tho 

Ts. 

on had Sulet daciplinary power for thar Durpon i any co in 


which it was required. If there was a bankruptey case which 
pe Pe. ge 


action on the part of the council, had it im their 
er to take such action. yy me ater tto call tion to this. 
phowld aap have eee te onae that the society wanted to say that 
under no circumstances any member of the be called 
epee to, anewee St > Sateen Se ene oS . There 
remained the power of the to bring a solicitor before them, and 
report to the court in any bankruptcy where there was misconduct. 
e Presipent observed that the council had no power to interfere in 
cases of professional misconduct. Neither in the case of a bankrupt 


nor of a man who was solvent could they act except where there was an 


De 
Tt. s ARKER Say & . 


was a serious subject, 
senlly wes 0 quesian Sine Aeueme Se, tment the which 
he was sure they all desired to uphold. He agreed with Mr. Twynam, 


who said the members boc yy wh we Ad the to take the posi- 
tion of a Court of A in , but no one had called attention 
to the fact that since 1883 the law had undergone a change, and whereas 
before the Act of that year came cco hams oenspnened, tht a 
there were certain cases now in w! if the facts were , the 


had no discretion but to refuse the of were Cates 
of fraud, and he hoped they came within the of the council to 
investigate. These were the cases in regard to which he think that if 


ae es pointed out sort ins & ae 
ndon a solicitor might be actuated by personal motives regard 
to another solicitor. Such a case had occurred within bis own knowledge 


bankrupt was 
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possible had 
snoceeded in governing the country for thirty or forty years, and had | council ? 
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Mr. Watrszns said that he was struck off. 

Mr. Hastie asserted that in all the worst cases the solicitor was not 
brought before the council. He had gone carefully through the cases for 
a whole year, and ina very large majority of cases the figures shewed a 

ul state of affairs. The opinion of the profession was not with 
the council in the matter, and if it were he would be ashamed of his 
profession. If they were pleased to have these uncertificated bankrupts 

t on parallel lines with themselves in the Law List, he was not pleased. 

should be ashamed of the meeting if it did not carry the motion, and 
they would see if, when the next election came off, he did not carry the 
profession at large with him. . 
eee motion was rejected, two or three votes only being given in its 
our. 
Loca, Government Bix. 


Mr. Cuaries Forp (London) asked the indulgence of the president and | 


of aewcngg | that he might refer to a matter of great interest to the 
profession. He had forwarded a notice to the secretary respecting the 
matter, but had been informed that it was not within the proper time. It 
had reference to the Local Government Bill, which had been read a second 
time in the House of Lords. 

The Prestpznt said that he would be happy to consider anything of 
Pp moment, such as the Bill to which Mr Ford referred. 

Mr. Forp said the Bill had passed the House of Commons and had 
been read a second time in the House of Lords. There was a clause 
in the Bill which provided for the election of district councils. It 
also that the chairman of each council should be a justice 
of peace of the county for the period during which he was 

. There was a section of the Solicitors Act which provided 
that a solicitor could not be appointed a justice for the county in 
which he practised, whilst they were allowed to be magistrates in 

. He saw that Sir Albert Rollit in the House of Commons 
had put a question to Mr. Fowler as to whether he could see his way to 
introduce an amendment providing that members of the legal profession 
should not be under this disqualification if they were elected chairmen of 
district councils, but might be permitted to serve the office of justice of the 
ee of the county for the — during which they were chairmen. Mr. 

‘owler had said that he could not see his way to accept Sir Albert Rollit’s 
amendment unless it was generally assented to in the House of Commons. 
He _. Ford) regretted to say that Lord Randolph Churchill had made 
an objection, and the result had been that that excellent and considerate 

had not been adopted by the House of Commons. He asked 
whether the council could see their way, in view of the fact that the Bill 
was now before the House of Lords, to forming a strong deputation to go 
to the Lords to ask for this very reasonable and fair amendment, because 
most solicitors felt that it was something of an indignity upon them that 
solicitors in the provinces should not be allowed to fill the office of chair- 
men of the t councils if the Bill was passed in its present state. The 
effect would be that —_ would not vote for solicitors to be members of 
the district councils use it might turn out that they would not be able 
to perform the more important duties of the councils because of this dis- 
ualification. 
The Prestpenr said he hoped he had the approval of the meeting in 
allowed Mr. Ford to ask the question, as it was a matter of con- 
le importance, though in accordance with the bye-laws Mr. Ford 
t to have given notice. At the same time he was very anxious that 
of importance should not be in any way obstructed merely 
because of bye-laws. He would be happy to answer the question very 
. At the last — of the council the matter had been 
tt before them and a resolution was carried with regard to the Bill. 
Tt was resolved to address a communication to the Lord Chancellor urging 
his lordship to insert an amendment in clause 22 of the Bill enabling a 
solicitor who might be chairman of a district council to act as a justice 
of the peace for the county in which the district was situated. He had 
sent a communication to that effect to the Lord Chancellor. It had also 
been resolved to ask the Lord Chancellor to insert an amendment in clause 
17 for the purpose of a parish council to appoint as its clerk any 
fit without confining the appointment in the first instance to the 
t overseer. The Bill provided that all parish councils should 
have the assistant overseer as their clerk, and it was felt that, especially in 
the ame it would be a great hardship that they should not have the 
= tee of a a howe gm + oe peed a ver om or not, and 
y no com a) aman whose chief duty it 
was to collect rates 2 7 J 


Mr. W. P. Neat (London) asked, suppusing the Lord Chancellor 

refused - aaa yg to comply with the request of the council, what they 
0) 

Arger Rouurr, M.P. (London and Hull), said he availed himself 

of the opportunity to say he thought the subject involved a question of 

«we? Sag : —o ing a of Commons 

unless he is personally uali any Act of 

Parliament,’’ should be omitted. And one of the reasons which j ustified 

him in doing that was that the mayor of a borough was ez officio a justice 

of the peace. There were no such words to ualify a solicitor who 


ro 


it 


was the mayor of a borough from acting as chairman even of the justices. 
Therefore the words in the Bill were perfectly new, and Semel a 


w disqualification, and he ho the profession, irrespective of par 
considerations, would condemn those who sought to gies 3 stigma aon 


Mr. C. E. Lonomore (Hertford) said that as he was the member of the 
council who — the matter before the council he might, perhaps, be 
allowed to state what the council would have to do would be to get 
sag = ste to a amendment down when the Bill was in committee in 
the House of is, and he trusted that members of the profession would 





eating ong taped peers with whom they had influence to get them to 
yote for the amendment. The matter was one of very great importance, 
—— to country solicitors. 

. Nzau pressed for an answer to his question. 

Mr. Watters objected entirely to the question being answered. It 
would fetter the hands of the council and publish to the world what they 
were going to do. | 

Mr. Nzat said a great many resolutions were adopted and the members 
never heard of any definite results. 

Mr. Watters said Mr. Neal might ask the result in any particular 
matter, but certainly not such a question as that he had put. 

The Presrpent thought he might say that Mr. Longmore had already 
given an answer to the question— y, that the council were going to 
seek the assistance of some peer. 

Mr. Forp observed that when a solicitor was elected to the office of 
mayor of a borough he invariably acted as chairman of the bench of 

istrates, and presided over all meetings during his year of office. 

r. Parxer said a solicitor mayor or a solicitor chairman of a county 
council sat on the bench, not only during his year of office, but during 
the ensuing year. 

Sir Atsgrt Rouurr said that if the amendment should be carried in 
the Lords he should feel it his duty to certainly move that it be 
agreed with in the House of Commons, and press it to a division. If it 
was not carried in the House of Lords, he was afraid the remedy would 
be more difficult. 

The Presrpent thought the matter was important, and it would perhaps 
strengthen the hands of the council if a short resolution were passed 
approving of their action. 

r. W. Wruttams (London) moved: ‘That this meeting cordially 
approves of the action of the council in addressing to the Lord Chancellor 
a communication urging upon his lordship to insert an amendment in 
clause 22 enabling a solicitor, who may be chairman of a district council, 
to act as a justice of the peace for the county in which the district is 
situated, also to insert an amendment in clause 17 of the Bill for the pur- 
pose of enabling a parish council to appoint as their clerk any fit person, 
without confining the appointment, in the first instance, to the assistant 
overseer, and that the council be requested to take such steps as they may 
consider expedient for procuring these amendments to be inserted in the 
Bill. That thanks be B ns to Sir Albert Rollit for the efforts unsuccess- 
fully made by him in the House of Commons to get the first-mentioned 
amendment introduced into the Bill.” 

Mr. Lonemore seconded the motion. He hoped those present, in the 
interest of their country brethren, would give their support to the amend- 
ment to clause 17. No doubt the clause was framed in that way to pre- 
vent district councils from appointing solicitors as clerks, 

Mr. Forp observed that inasmuch as Mr. Fowler was a member of the 
governing body of the society the members of the society looked to him, 
though President of the Local Government Board, to do his best in the 
matter. 

Sir Avnert Roturr said that Mr. Fowler had expressed his willingness 
to meet the question. 

The motion was carried unanimously. 

A vote of thanks to the president, moved by Mr. F. K. Munron 
(London), terminated the proceedings. 





WORCESTER AND WORCESTERSHIRE INCORPORATED 
LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of this society was held on the 30th of 
January, at which meeting there were present :—Mr. E. Amphlett Davis 
(president) in the chair, and Messrs. R. P. Hill, T. Southall, T. G. Hyde, 
W. P. Hughes, R. Canning Hill, F. Corbett, E. Nevinson (Malvern), 
W. B. Hulme (hon. treasurer), J. B. Matthews, S. Bromley Garrard, A. 
Arrowsmith, Maund, and F. Ronald amp | (hon. secretary). 

The annual report of the committee and hon. treasurer’s accounts for 
the past year were received and adopted, and the following officers of the 
society were re-elected for the ensuing Bg Bs arg president, Mr. 
Edward Amphlett Davis; vice-president, . Arthur James Beauchamp ; 
hon. treasurer, Mr. William Booth Hulme; and hon. secretary, = 
Francis Ronald Jeffery. Messrs. G. W. Bentley, F. Corbett, R. Canning 
Hill, A. W. Knott, and Thomas Southall were re-elected members of the 
committee in addition to the officers of the society, and Messrs. G. F. 8. 
Brown and 8. Bromley Garrard were re-elected auditors, and the following 
gentlemen—namely, Messrs. John See Wood, Philip Tahourdin, 
and Thomas rome i Dobbs, solicitors, Worcester, and Thomas Huband, 
solicitor, Bromyard, were unanimously elected members of the society. 





The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The present number of members is forty-nine as against fifty- 
four last year. 

Legal procedure.—Several new rules consequent on the report of the 
judges on legal procedure have been issued, and the committee are glad 
to say that the proposal to abolish all pleadings except by order of the 
court has been m , and the provision for the taking out of a general 
summons for directions on all ppt Man made optional. The 
procedure under order 14 is also much improved, and it will in future 
be more difficult for defendants without bond fide defences to postpone pay- 
ment by dilatory p ings. 

Land Transfer Bill.—It was proposed by this Bill to make the mee 
tion of title to land compulsory upon purchasers on all sales within any 
district to which the Act might be — by Order in Council. Havin 
regard to the compulsory mature of the Bill, and to the difficulties w 
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would be experienced by ownérs in obtaining temporary loans from bankers 
if the Bill became law, the committee, on these and other grounds, joined 
in the general opposition to the Bill which had been organized by the 
Incorporated Law Society, U.K., and took steps to obtain the 
of all solicitors in the district. to memorials against the Bill, which were 
presented to the various Members of Parliament representing the city and 
county of Worcester, by deputations of members of the profession. The 
Bill having passed the House of Lords, was read a firet time in the House 
of Commons, and was subsequently dropped. Should the Bill in its 
present form be reintroduced in the coi session, it will meet with the 
strenuous opposition of your committee. e committee desire to express 
their best thanks to the gentlemen who were good enough to assist them 
in the necessary organization of the opposition. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


22nd January—Mr. R. O. Nesbitt in the chair.—Mr. C. Willoughby- 
Williams moved: ‘‘ That the decision of the Divisional Court in Monson v. 
Madame Tussaud (Limited) and Monson v. Lowis Tussaud was wrong.’’ Mr. 
G. D. Elliman opposed. Meesrs. Yates, Lewis, Simner, Marks, Begg, 
Halcombe, Sherrington, and Hubbard spoke upon the motion, which was, 
after Mr. Willoughby-Williams had replied, carried one vote. The 
debate proved one of the most interesting the society had for some 
time. 

Jan. 29—Mr. O. Willoughb7-Williams in the chair.—Mr. W. 8S. Sher- 
rington moved: ‘‘ That in the opinion of this House members of Parlia- 
ment should receive payment from the State for their services.” Mr. 
A. W. Marks opposed. After Meesrs. A. M. Begs, G. D. Elliman, W. R. 
Lewis, J. W. W. beh oy and G. A. Wingfield had addressed the meet- 
ing, and the opener had replied, the motion was put to the House and 
declared to be lost by five votes. 

LAW ASSOCIATION. 

At a meeting of the directors, held at the Hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society, on Thursday, the Ist inst.—the following being present, viz., 
Messrs. Charles Burt (chairman), Samuel John Daw, Harry Curtis Nisbet, 
Sidney Smith, Arthur Toovey, and Arthur Carpenter (secretary)—grants 
of £10 were made to three non-members’ cases and £50 to a member. 
Mr. Edward Frederick Green was elected a member, and the ordinary 
general business was transacted. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 11th of January, 
1894:— 

A’Deane, Walter Whetham Wratis- Hughes, George William 

law, B.A. Hunter, Herbert Julius 
Balls, Cecil Jackson, Wilfrid 
Ban, Charles James Jesson, Richard Charles 
Barwell, Wilfred Thomas de Berde- Johnston, William Ashley Harrower 

welle Jones, Frederick 
Bate, Lancelot Brabant Jones, Richard Evan 
Battams, George Robert Jones, Rowland Guthrie 
Bensusan, Samuel Levy Kino, Granville Montague 
Booth, Charles Joseph Knocker, Herbert Wheatley 


Brevitt, Arthur Nelson Lambert, John 

Burrows, Richard Arthur Leigh, Robert 

Carpenter, George Armitage Lewis, Daniel 

Chapman, Frank Lodge, James William 

Chinn, Harold William Lovell, John 8 

— Richard Mace, Albert st 

Cooke, Frederick Horace, B.A. Marks, Henry 

Coombs, Edwin Herbert Marshall, Thomas Wilfrid, B.A. 


Cotton, Lione Francis, LL.B. 
Crewe, Charles William 
Daniel, Henry Edwin 
Darlow, John James 
Davies, George Edward 
Davies, Walter Pierce Peace, Edwin 
Dawson, Maurice John Pearkes, Arthur Edward 
Dean, James Edward Troughton, Phillips, H 

B.A Pierron, Henrt 


Parchase, Frank 
ane ag ote Antoine Heasl 
Ruseell,’ Edwin ” 


’ 
Ruston, Ernest Edwin 
Sherrard, Eustace, B.A. 
Shortt, Charles Septimus 
Simmons, Edward Coleman 
Goodwin, Francis John Simmons, P Coleman. 
Green, Bernard Nuttall Smith, Cecil Plumbe 
Hag Alexander Granville Ferrers Smythe, William Dumville, B.A. 


Melsome, Charles Henry 
Morgan, Sydney William, B.A. 
Munns, Hugh Summers, B.A. 
Oliver, Arthur Maule 

Osborn, Charles Henry William 


Dooteon, Thomas Robert 
Ellison, Charles Welldon 
Feibusch, Ernest Louis 


Frith, James Cartwright 
Glover, William Grey 
Gomm, Thomas William 


h, Hubert Snow, Arthur 


Tubbs, Leonard, B.A. Westcott, William Leonard 
Tucker, Walter Greame Pitts, B.A. Western, John William, B.A. 
Umney, Percy, B.A. Wild, Bernard, B.A. 
Valentine, Algernon Lancelot Wil- Willett, Edward Reginald 
Vaux, Alfred Julian Williams, Edward Taunton 
Walker, Edward Williams, Frederick Collins 


Wallace, William Reeve Lt aren Herbert, B.A. - 
Webb, Francis William John Wilson, yom Ernest 
—— FitzRoy Henry Francis, Wilson, Arthur 


A. Frederick 
Wells, Frank Wisden, Frederic 


Fovan Examration. 

The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
oo aang at the Final Examination held on the 9th and 10th of January, 
Arnison, Nathan Henry Kendall Bernard 
Atkinson, John Booth Kok, Waller Glover 

, Thomas Arnold, B.A. 
Baddeley, Herbert Legg, Arthur Stuart 
Levi, Lewis J 
Looker, Herbert William 
Lyell, James Patrick Ronaldson 
McCrea, Francis Bramston 
Mackie, Edward Dacre, B.A. 


Batchelor, John William Alton 
Bates, John 
Bawtree, Hugh Francis 


Baxter, Joseph He Macpherson, Alan, B.A. 
Beardall, Julius Edwin Miles, A 
Beatty, Charles Miller, A Newton 
Betenson, Charles Pollard Miller, Brian Stothert 
Bigg, Charles Sale, B.A. Munster, John Philip 
B , Andrew Hay N James Lees, B.A. 
Blackhurst, Alfred Oliver, Gronow . 
Bodman, George Onslow, Henry las Hughes 
Booth, Benj 0 Arthur W: 
seer =. Paddison, a 

rrett, Her ‘ercy ve, William Reginald 
Bosson, Walter Ernest Parker, Wilfrid Watson 


Bromfield, John Beadon Payne, 
Brougham, Wilfrid Francis, B.A. Peace, John 
Buchanan, William Ernest Marshall Pead, Charles ———— 


Cannon, Handel Walter Pennell, Charles Lewin 
Chorley, Arthur Reginald Pettitt, Donald Henry 
Cleverton, Frederick Ernest Prall, Richard Evans 
Clitherow, Richard William Price, Rhys Williams 
Cohen, Philip , Arthur Ivor, B.A 
Co e, Frederick Samuel Raymond, Montague James 
Crowle, Percival Hugh Santo Reed, 


Crump, William Horace Charles Reed, William 


Dale, John Edward , A 
Daw, Richard Arthur Rix, Wilton John 
Dawson, Conrad Edward Robb, Edward El 
Dodds, John N 
Drake, Bernard Charles Roweliffe, Edward Lee 
an ay ae, pen! John 

uncan, James Fergus peas William Turgoose 
i: Ge Smith, Herbert, B.A 
Edwards, William Harold Smith, Joh Herbert, B.A 
Elliott, Gilbert 8 , Thomas Davidson 
Ellison, Henry Bl » BA, Alfred Hewson 
Farrance, Hi Ernest Hugh 
Flick, Lancelot Robert Stainer, 
Foster, Ernest H Stephens, John 


Gittins, John Thorn Christopher B.A. 
a - om Tangye, Allan 
ranger, Thomas Henry Tapson, Alexander Malcolm 
Green, Ernest Tarn, Frank Gerard 
Hallam, Robert Tate, John Leckenby 
Ham, William Herbert Thomas 
Hampson, Denis Christian Unsworth, John William 
Harbottle, Anthony Vipond, Rowland 
Harris Wadsworth, Frederic 
Hart, Walter Gra; Ww Algernon De L’Isle, B.A. 
Harvey, Arthur Thomas - W: . Percival 
Haslecin George Douglas Watts, ae = 
e 

Herbert, Philip : White, B.A. 

” Charles Samuel Barber Wing, 
Hill, William James Withers, 
Hogg, Robert Donaldson Wright, Holmes 
Hunter, Charles Herbert, B.A Wright, Thomas 


CALLS TO THE BAR, 





Charles Frederick Thorn- Solomon, Albert Benjamin 
F Storey, Frank Dakers 









a 
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Lrxcoxy’s-1nn.—Malcolm Martin Macnaghten (certificate of honour 
C.L.E., Term, 1894; Lincoln’s-inn Scholarship in International and 
Constitu' 


Law and Common Law, 1892), B.A., Cambridge; Charles 
Samuel Jackson, B.A., Cambridge ; Thomas Ernest Saunt ; James Donald 
Mackenzie, University of Edinburgh ; Kumar Shri Ramsinhji, B.A., Cam- 
bridge ; Calvert Hutchinson Swanton, B.A., Oxford; Charles Garnett, 
B.A., Cambridge ; Megalos A. Caloyanni, Avocat de 1’ Université de Paris ; 
Charies Geake, M.A., Cambridge, Fellow of Clare College ; Henry Tindal 
Methold, LL B., Cambridge; Lewis Noad; William Herbert Ames, B.A , 
Oxford ; and William Richardson Finch. 

Innen Temrie.—Bertram yg of M.A., Cambridge; William 
Dockar Drysdale, M.A., Oxford; Percy Morris, B.A., Cambridge; Her- 
bert Brent Grotrian, B.A., Oxford; Arthur Pilkington Shaw, B.A., 
LL.B., Cambridge; Walter John Barnard Byles, B.A., Oxford; John 
Vaudrey Braddon, B.\, Cambridge; James Francis Buckley, B.A., 
Oxford; William Joseph Havers, B.A., Oxford; Joseph Clarke Collins, 
B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; Henry Victor Holden Cawthra, B.A., Toronto ; 
Joseph Frederick Wilson, B.A., Cambridge; Forbes St. John Morrow, 
B.A., LL B., Dublin; James Muir Hamilton, M.A., Edinburgh; John 
Garlick, B.A., Cambridge; Walter Andrew Inderwick, B.A., Oxford; 
Nanabhoy Merwanjee Cowasjee Captain, Cambridge; Arthur Bertram 
Ridley Wallis, M.A., Oxford ; Archibald John Thomas Francis Aitchison, 
M.A., Oxford; Francis ae Threlfall Sharpe, B.A., Cambridge; 
Lakhim Dass Sawhtoy ; Julian William Wellesley Weigall, B.A., Oxford ; 
Thomas Arthur Organ, B.A., Dublin; Frederick Gowdey Heath 
Chaderton, B.A., Cambridge ; and Bomonji Ratanji Bomonji. 

Mrppiz Tempie.—Thomas Lopdell O’Shaughnessy, one of her Majesty’s 
Counsel in Ireland; John Duncan, Trinity College, Cambridge, B.A., 
LL.B., double honours, M.A., London em | ; Hugh Morgan David- 
son, M.R.C.8., L.R.C.P., L.S.A., L.M.; Edward Peter Schjott, B.A., St. 
Catherine’s Coll , Cambridge, honours in Classical and Law Triposes 
(LL.B. elect); Joseph Victor Amand Esnouf, University of London ; 
Chitla Rangan Das, B.A., Oalcutta University; August Rene Lowell; 
John Philip Grant Howard Ellis; Cecil Murray-Browne; Furdunji 
Sorabji J Taleyarkhan, Bombay University; Furdunji Pestanji 
Taleyarkhan, Elphinstone College ; Arjan Singh, Agra oe: Allahabad 
University; Francis William Pixley; Thomas Richard Ryder, B.A., 
London University ; Sayyid Zaheer Uddin Ahmad, B.A., honours, Cal- 
cutta University; William John Archer, her Majesty’s Consular Service, 
Siam; and Newton Crane, A.B., M.A., Middletown, United States of 
America. 

Gray’s-1nn.—Edgar Stanford London and Algernon Sidney Poyser. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Desatine Soctzsty.—Jan. 30—Mr. R. Blagden in the 
chair.—The subject for debate was:—‘‘ That the case of Brocklesby v. 
Temperance Permanent Building Society (1893, 3 Ch. 131) was wrongly 
decided.’” Mr. T. Douglas opened in the affirmative and Mr. Nimmo (in 
the absence of Mr. 0. L. Green) seconded. Mr. Woodhouse opened in 
the negative and Mr. F. H. Green seconded. The following members 
also spoke :—Messrs. Pritchard, Tudor-Lay, H. Harcourt, A. E. Clarke, 
H. E. Miller, Tebbutt. The motion was lost by three votes. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


His Honour Judge Parsrson has been elected Treasurer of the Honour- 
able Society of Gray’s-inn for the ensuing year, in succession to Master 
Jobn Rose, whose term of office will expire on the 2nd of April, 1894. 

Mr. Freperick W. Arxrnson, solicitor, 30, Finsbury-circus, London, 
E.C., has had the degree of LL.D. conferred on him by the University of 

on. 


Mr. Carts Roczrs, solicitor, 89, Chancery-lane, London, and The 
Laurels, Balham, has been appointed 4 Commissioner to administer Oaths. 


Mr. Gsratp Pumir Rew Buresss, solicitor, 5, New-inn, W.C., has 


Mr. Wa. Curtstorger Cuttp, solicitor, 2, Guildhall-chambers, E.C., 
has been — a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Child was admitted in 
January, 6 

Mr. Epwarp Atexanper Co.tins, solicitor, 240, E re-road, W., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Collins was admitted 
in November, 1887. 





GENERAL. 


The Attorney-General has fixed Saturday, the 7th of April next, at 
2 o’clock, for the annual general meeting of the bar. This is the only 
available day when the circuits are not going on. Notice will be given of 
the place of meeting. 

The Zimes states that some changes are contemplated by which the 
Crown Office Department and the Associate’s Department at the Law 
Courts, which are now two distinct departments with separate staffs, will 
shortly be amalgamated and placed under one head. 


The president (Mr. F. P. Morrell), the vice-president (Mr. John 
Hunter), and the Council of the Incorporated Law Society entertained at 
dinner at their hall on Wednesday ev the Marquis of Salisbury, 
the Earl of Jersey, the Earl of Rosse, Lord Wa ham, the Bishop of 
Oxford, Lord Robert Cecil, Sir Francis Jeune, Lord Justice A. L. Smith, 
Lord Justice Davey, the _ Hon. George Denman, Sir John Mowbray, 
M.P., Mr. Justice Kekewich, and many other distinguished guests. 


The Daily News says that Mr. Justice Hawkins, after congratulating the 
grand jury at Aylesbury on the lightness of the calendar, complained of 
the discomfort he experienced in the judge’s lodgings during the night. 
He was unable to get into his bedroom owing to the smoke which poured 
down the antiquated chimney. So far as he was aware, no complaint had 
been made before, but probably some judges liked smoke. He sought 
refuge in another room, but that was even worse, and he hardly knew how 
he got through the night. It was a lucky thing the coroner for the dis- 
trict was not holding an inquest on the bodies of a dead judge and his 
marshal; but he was glad to say that he and his officers had not perished 
in the discharge of their duties. 


The following are the arrangements made by the judges (Day and 
Charles, JJ.) for holding the ensuing assizes o the N orfhers Circuit, 
viz. :—The commissions will be opened at Appleby on Thursday, February 
8; at Carlisle on Saturday, February 10; at Lancaster on Friday, Feb- 
ruary 16; at Manchester on Wednesday, February 21; and at Liverpool 
on Friday, March 9. Civil business at Appleby will commence as svon as 
the criminal business is disposed of ; at Carlisle not before 10 o’clock on 
Tuesday, February 13; at Lancaster not before 11 on Monday, February 
19; at chester on Thursday, February 22, at 11; and at Liverpool on 
Saturday, March 10, at 11 o’clock. The trial of special jury causes will 
commence at Manchester on Saturday, February 24, and at Liverpool on 
Tnesday, March 13. 

At the sitting of the Court of Appeal No. 1 on Tuesday, the Attorney- 
General, ad the Master of the Rolls (the whole of the bar stand- 
ing), said :—My lord, before the business of the court begins, I desire, 

in the name of the bar of England and expressing the universal 

feeling of the bar, to be permitted to say how heartily glad we are to see 
= lordship back again in your accustomed place on the bench, in, as we 
ope, restored health, health which will enable your lordship to discharge 
the responsible duties of your high office with the distinction, zeal, and 
vigour which have characte: your lordship’s judicial career. The 
Master of the Rolls, in reply, said :—Mr. Attorney-General, for the great 
and unexpected kindness which I have this day received at your hands and 
through you at the hands of the bar I know not how to thankyou all. 
You all know the feelings which I have always entertained towards the 
bar. Iam one of you, and it is only while sii in court that I cease, in 
one sense, to be a member of the bar, but the moment I leave the court we 
are all fellow barristers, and equal one with another, old and young. I 


can only say that the kindness you have shewn me to-day has made me 
very happy. 








COURT PAPERS. 





been inted a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Burgess was admitted in 
Dowalbee, 1884. 
Mr. Txos. Braysuaw, solicitor, Settle, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Brayshaw was admitted in July, 1879. 
Mr. Samvzt Tuomas Breas, solicitor, 45, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, has been 
—_ a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Biggs was admitted in Decem- 
5 ; 


Mr. James Crank, solicitor, West Bromwich, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Clark was admitted in June, 1885. 
Mr. Tuos. Croven, solicitor, Blackburn, has been cca a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Clough was admitted in July, 1887. 
Mr. Artuur Epmunp Wensster Cuarstey, solicitor, Beaconsfield, has 
been a ted a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Charsley was admitted in 
, 
Mr. Tuomas Crarxz, solicitor, Fleetwood, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Clarke was admitted in July, 1887. He is 
clerk to Garstang Union and clerk to the Highway Board. 
Mr. Joun Ooncreve, solicitor, Cambridge, has been appointed a 
for Ostkk, Mr. Oongyeve as Wimittel ta “December, 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Recistezars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 














Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Curry. Norra. 
Mr. Pemberten Mr. Pugh 
Pemberton h 
‘em! 
a 
Ward Beal 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
KExKEWICH. Romer. 
Mr. fe Mr. Lavie 
a om 
Clowes Lavie 
Jackson Carrington 








1882. He is clerk to the Board of Guardians and clerk to the Assessment 
Committee. 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fruipay, Jan. 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lunrep tm CmANcERY. 


Baker, Tuo y& Oe, I —Petn for UB Jan 23, directed to be 
heard on ee IMITED winding presented ’ 


“ebts or aims, Thomas Price, 


Coxe, fons Weanaatty King’s Bench walk, Barrister at law Feb 23 Cole & Jackson, 


Dasuwoop, Wiuram, Whippingham Feb 20 Furdell, Ryde 
Dewar, Caartes Paratox, Newcastle on Tyne, Saddler Feb 1 Stanford, Newcastle on 


Douptey, Emma, Dorking, Widow Feb12 Down & Co, Dorking 
Fiercuer, Wrut1am, Turnham Green, Gent Marl Marshal, Hammersmith 


& Co, Clement’s Notice of appearing must | Gitsy, Tuomas, Barnes, Gent Mar3 Oliver, Gracechurch’st . 
LAR aes tam 6 o'lock fa poy Feb 6 

Bik Brorue: a ge a — 
13, Great George ot, Liverpool. Ayrton & Oo, 
Baitisn Sree. anv Inox Co, a for : 


before March 1, to send their Gaiusuaw, Joun Arxixsox, Leeds, Artist Feb 17 Denison, Leeds 


Hate, Mass Ayn Manta Braxe, Gloucester, Spinster Mari J L and E T Daniell, 


solors for liquidator 
no, eee ‘an 24, Sasiod to | Harrier, Marcaret, Grassington, Widow Feb1 Brown, Skipton 


eard on Feb7. Steadman & Co, Old Broad st, solors pd ge ae N of ap- | tinsr, Joseen, Bradford, Grocer Feb 17 Freeman, Bradford 


must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in afternoon of Feb 6 
Bucgrasxrian Gas Co, Linrrep—Petn for or wining 50, 
heard on Feb 7. Fred Bradley, Mark lane, solor person. pe 5 | aes 


reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


up, presented Jan 23, directed -2 ae Hopexisox, Mary, Barford, Warwick, Widow Marl Handley & Co, Warwick 


Kemsueap, Marcaret Mary, Hornsey, Spinster Mari0 Sayer & Cadle, Clifford's inn 


Coax Dist1uLation Co (Cooper’s Patexts), Liarrgp—Creditors are required, on or before | Lex, Louisa Exizaseru, Mayfair March 5 Williams & James, Norfolk House 
March 10, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to | Toxqyax, Emawuet, Marnbull, Dorset Feb2 Rutter & Rutter, Wincanton 


Percy G. Thurston, 9, Fenchurch st 


Hewerr’s Brick axp Trix Co, Liurrep—Petn for visting up, presented Jan i, Sinoates Low, Epuunp, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Gent Feb 28 Dibben, Wimborne 


to be heard on Feb7. Richards, 3, John st, Bedford solor for 
appearing must reach the sborenaae’ uot later 


Lomparpt & Co, Limrtzp—Creditors or before March 1 


names and addresses, and particulars of their debts Se codes ty thetien Sache Shae 


Grant, 13, Pall Mall East 
Country PaLating or LANCASTER. 
Luonrep 1s Caancery. 
Vesroms Quitt Co. Limrren—By an order of the C he ~ Jan 15, it was ordered that 
the vo .— up of the c»mpany be continu: Crofton & Craven, Manchester, 
solors for ers 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Jan. 30. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep m CHANCERY. 

Fracstarr, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before March 17, to send their names 
and add particulers of their debts or claims, to Frederick Hopkins, 9, New 

Broad st. Snell & Co, George st, Mansion House, solors for liquidator 
Hawxins Hitt Coxsoupaten Goin Mixixe Co, Lusitep—Petn for winding wD, ited 
Jan 27, directed to be heard on Feb 7. Want & Co, 32, Victoria st, Westm , solors 
for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in 
the afternoon of Feb 6 
Ny ——. Sate anv Exptoration Syxpicats, Lamirep—Peta for win up, preomied 
Jan 22, directed to be heard before Vaughan Williams, J.,on Feb7. Francis & John- 


son, 26, Austinfriars, solors for petners. Notice of must reach the above- 
named not tater @hen than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 6 
Patents Minine ayp Fixanctat Trust, Limrrep—Petn for i presented Jan 
directed to be heard on Feb 7. Mitchell, 110, Cannon st, sol: or for petners. Notice o: 
appearing must reach the abovenamed not iater than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 6 
PortsmoutTs arp Sournsza Army awp Navy Stores, Lutes Creditors are juired, on 
ox Uefore Beanah 8, to cond thelr names and olives, ant the rs of cir debts 
or claims, to William Edmonds, St James st, Portsmouth. iberlayne & Short, 


Lincoln’s inn fields, solors for liquidator 
Sree. Steerer pose me gms Lotep, and the pe Apvertisine Synpicate, Liwirep 
—Creditors are on or before Feb who their names an ar 
the particulars of debts and claims, to uel James Colton, care of Aston & Co, 2, 
Cooper st, Sewkate, solors for figuiater 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Bepworrn Mate Fareypy Society, National School, Bedworth, Warwick. Jan 20 


Covat St Grorez, Ancient . of Foresters Friendly Society, Prince of Wales Inn, 
Tyldesley, Lancaster. Jan 

MeLBourxE (Dersysaire) , TE Boot anp SHoz Mayvuracrunine Society, 
Liuirep, Quick close, Melbourne, Derby. Jan 20 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram, 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Jan. 19. 
Onees, amas, bmy ed Brixton Feb 19 Jones vy Croad, North,J Barnard & Taylor, 
Cumpersatcu, Axice, Warrington lane, Wigan _ Feb 16 Charlson v Cumberbatch, 
, Liverpool Smith, Harrington st, Liverpool 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Jan, 23. 
Ross, Wiittam, Hyde park gardens March 17 Ross v Peterson, Stirling, J 
Co Leadeubelt r weary 
Warp Rrorsar, Lincoln’s inn fields, Solicitor Feb 23 Lee v Mander, Chitty, J 
Watson New sq, Lincoln’s inn 


Winona mg fA St George’s circus, werety Auctioneer, Feb 19. Joyner 
Joyner, Chitty, J. Beaumcnt, Lincoln’s = F 


London 9 CR ge Jan. 26. 
Cuenta ze, Rosert, Bury, Solicitor. Feb 24, Sykes v Mitchell, Registrar, Manchester. 
7! Manchester 
E.tisoy, Epwarp, 8t Helens, Lancaster, Provision Dealer. Feb 24. Ellison ‘oster, 
sain SE : SES TRE e's mae tc 
EAD, WARD. er. 28. 
. v Read, North, Ponter, New 
London Gasette—Tunspay, Jan. 30. 
Gawrtu, Joun Eowanp, Kendal, Tobacco Manufacturer Marchi Wakefield with, 
Chitty, J. Dobson, Kendal — =a 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette—Faray, Jan. 19. 
Banay, f Saran Any, Oakfield crsnt, Spinster Feb 19 Fred Geo Cordwell, Old Serjeants’ 


Barxer, Hannan, Scarborough, Widow Feb 14 Woodall & Bedwell, Scarborough 
Banovau, Awne, Brixton rd, Widow Feb 20 Mason & Edwards, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Bowermay, Jonx, Stroud, Gardener March 1 Winterbotham & Sons, Stroud 
Caanstty, Farpenicx, Brighton March1 Robins & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Onarx, Roser, Clitheroe, Ironfounder Feb 24 Easthams & Holme, Clitheroe 


later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of, eS Sacvas, Joun Epwarp, Newcastle on Tyne, Esq Feb 28 Chandler, Bishopsgate s 


Mixws, Davin, Heigham, Norwich, Butcher March1 Sadd & Bacon, Norwich 
Puriuirs, Joseru, Okeford Fitzpaine, Dorset, Cheese Factor Feb 22 Dashwood, Stur- 


Pottarp, Hannan, Manchester, Widow Feb 28 Ogden, Manchester 

werk Ayrorse Eure, Cambridge, Livery Stable Keeper March 1 Squires, Cam- 
Siscnenaees, Ayrnoxy, Stockwell, Electrician Feb 24 Morse, Fenchurch avenue 
Roacn, Rosert, Towednack, Cornwall, Grocer March 1 Trythall & Bodilly, Penzance 
Rostxson, Ep1za, Southport, Widow March 3 Harrison & Co, Wekefield 

Rocers, Wittsam, Brighton, Engineer Feb 28 Cooper & Co, Birchin lane 

Scorr, Epmunp, Torquay, Yeoman Feb 20 Kitson & Co, Torquay 

Serrie, Hannan, Coventry, Widow Feb 24 Browetts, Coventy 

Sepen, Se heres the Maharajah Dutzer, Thetford March1 Farrer & Co, Lincoln’s 
Surrn, Joux, Huntingdon, Butcher Feb 19 Hunnybun & Sons, Huntingdon 

Surrn, Mary Horpen, Spalding, Widow Feb19 Scott & Cooper, Hull 

Swaine, Henry Epwarp, Halifax, Gent Febi Foster, Halifax 

Sven, Rev Tuomas, Bedford Feb19 Starling & Wright, Gray’s inn sq 

Tapscott, Groner, Bristol, Publican March 15 Barnard, Bristol 

ae > wanna Krrourx, Walthamstow, Spinster March3 Oliver, Gracechurch 


To.iapy, Wrasse 2 Joux, Lower Clapton, Gent March1 George Kebbell & Miller, 
Tompkins, Geonak Dayiev, Camberwell New rd, Clerk March 5 Watkins, Camberwoll 


wae, 1 Winforton, Hereford, Spinster Feb 21 Humphreys, Hereford 
Vexastes, Atrrep, Wimbledon Park, Gent, Banker May1 George Kebbell & Miller, 
Warts Jrnus deena, Farmer Feb $2 Norris & Hancock, Devizes 

Witurams, Faances, West Brighton Feb 22 Woodcock & Co, Bloomsbury sq 

Wizsow, Sanau, Wrelton, Yorks, Spinster Feb 17 Whitehead, Pickering 

London Gazette—Turspay, Jan. 23. 


| Arxrxson, James, Cliburn, Westmrld, Esq Jan26 E & E A Heelis, Appleby 


Beurenv, Hewry, Norfolk crsnt, Physician March 5 Solomon, Cheapside 

Biee-Wiruer, Soruia Drxoy, Brighton, Widow Feb 24 Stubbs, Bedford row 

Boyp, Major Waurer, Pall Mail Feb28 Lawrence & Co, New sq 

Bazevoy, Exizavern Jutia, Pangbourne, Widow Feb 23 H & C Collins, Reading 

Burorss, Many, Camberwell New rd,Spinster Feb 28 Cooper & Bate, Portman st 

Burroveus, Suemae Joux, Crondall, Southampton, Esq Feb22 Gosset & Sons, Fins- 
vemen 

Bowens, Wasast Joun, Winchester, Clerk in Holy Orders Mar25 Renshaw & Co, 

Comrnagneronsenen, Feancis Eten, St George’s sq, Widow Feb28 Lee & Co, West- 


Cossanen, Wit14m, Kingston upon Hull, Mariner Jan3i Axe, Hull 

Coteman, Lavra, Highbury New Park, Widow Feb 24 Stubbs, Bedford row 
Corriverox, Wint1am, Helly Hall, Wores Feb 24 Ward, Dudley 

Dicxrysoy, Ex.izasetu, Arnside, Widow March1 Arnold & Greenwood, Kendal 
Downie, Ex1za Desonan, Milnthorpe, Westmorland, Spinster March 1 Arnold & 
Evy, — Chester, Farmer March 23 Hand, Macclesfield 

Ext1s, Mary, Liverpool, Widow Marchi T.J. Smith & Son, Liverpool 

Everep, Ex1za, North Petherton, Somerset March 24 Brice, Bridgwater 

Fawcett, Saran Ann, Darlington, Spinster Feb 12 Lucas & Co, Darlington 

Fow.er, Witt14m, Erdington, Traveller Feb 20 Parr & Hasell, Birmingham 

Gissox, Wii11am Corvitie, Neweastle onTyne Feb 27 Ingledew & Co, Newcastle upon 


swine Hethine: tesenan: Cie Feb 28 Suter, Liverpool 

Horz, ALzxanper, Adlington, Lancaster, Builder March 7 Morris, Chorley 

Horwsy, Ricnarp, Blackpool, Cab Proprietor March 2 Read, Blackpool 

Janvixe, James, Alderley Edge, Chester,Esq Marchi Earle & Co, Manchester 
Jenxrxson, Caartes, Sheffield, Slate Merchant March3 Alfred Taylor & Co, Sheffield 
Kine, Joux, Compton, Surrey, Esq Jan29 R. E. & T. B. Mellersh, Godalming 

Sine, Seeees, SS York, Fellmonger March 1 Burland & Macturk, 
Lens, Wittiam Jams, Beckenham, Eaq February 24 Stabs, Bedford row 
Lonaspoy, ALrrep, New Broad st, Esq March1 Maples & Co, Old Jewry 

Mass, Avexanpee, Sidcup, Clerk March1 Lattey & Hart, Bishopsgate i: 
Moone, Joux Witt1am, Merstham, Surrey, Licensed Victualler Feb 17 Smith, Reigate 
Monrcay, Davip, Brynmaur,Tailor March 25 Powell, Brynmaur 





Ciaxton, Mary Simms, Burnham Market, Norfolk Feb 18 Fishers, Essex st 


Pacan, Extty Grace, Harrow, Widow Feb17 Arthur Bailey & Son, Bolton 
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Parken, Saran, Sherborne, Spinster Feb 14 Bartlett & Son, Sherborne 
Parry, Owen Lavp, Tonbridge, Fraiterer Feb 13 Preston, 
Pansons, Joux, Bridgewater, Surgeon March 24 Brice, Bridgewater f 

Pour, Ricuarp, Reading, Clerk in Holy Orders Feb 28 H & C Collins, Reading 


sect sr Paper bligs, Queen’s Counsel Feb 21 
Rep, Joun Bamsay, Kensington, Barrister at Law Mar1 


Rewtox, Anvrew, Todhill, Northumbrid, Farmer Mar6 Wilkinson & Marshal!', New- 
castle on e 
Ricuuonp, Mary, Saltburn by the Sea, Spinster Mar7 H & J R Wood, York 


Surra, Tuomas, Leigh, Gent Feb12 Marsh & Co, Leigh 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fuipar, Jan. 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
oar =) my -y Durham, Saddler Durham Pet Jan 20 


Danke pe Aaee Subvestey, Yorks, Joiner Bradford Pet 

am 9 + we > Yorks, Grocer Bradford 

Barwick, —- Keighley,” Yorks, Stonemason Bradford 
Pet Jan 


Cnester, iene Freperick, Earl’s Court, Be 
h Court PetNovis Ord J 


Curr, Joun, Ni Ashton, Lancs, Engineer ‘Wigan Pet 
Cor en A oy | Refresh t h Ki 
a, LBERT, Stepney, ws ouse Keeper 
Gourt Pet Jan 24 ‘Ord Jan 2 


Davet Ricuarp Burt, Mumbles, , = Confectioner 
Swansea Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 24 

Dow Grorce, and Wiriiam Dews, Huddersfield, Coal 

erchants Huddersfield Pet Jan23 Ord Jan 23 
Go.swortny, Arvo.p, West Hampstead, Journalist High 
Pet Jan23 Ord Jan 23 

Gray, Noan, Millbrook, Cornwall, Baker Plymouth Pet 
Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 

Haray, Cuantes Henny, Plymouth, Haulier 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

eg Hersert, Pontypridd, Gasworks Man- 


Plymouth 


ager Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Hickix, Trews yd Gornal, Staffs, Baker Dadley 
Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 9 

Hiwamens & Prior, ee Hosiers Portsmouth Pet 
Jan 20 Ord Jan 

ee Semes, Maidenhead Windsor Pet Dec2i Ord 
Jan 20 

JENNINGS, eatin Carmarthen, Tobacconist Carmarthen 
Pet Jan Jan 

Butcher 


JouNsoy. eer gy Gorleston, Suffolk, 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 
Jost, a Swansea, Tailor Svuneen Pet Jan 23 Ord 

‘an 


Litris, Henpert, Ross, Coachbuilder Hereford Pet Jan 

Lu = tty | Manch all eal 
FT, ATHAN Jacos, ne! pop Smallware Dealer 
Manchester Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Marrex, Joun hy aay Worthing, Furniture Dealer 

Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

Maatix, Sauvet Howroyp, Hatton garden High Court 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

aos, areas, ane High Court Pet DeeS5 Ord 


‘an 
Panges § & Oo, Mat High P ay Photographers High Court 
Jan 
Pick we, ase Castleford, Coal Merchant Wakefield 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 





Pitimwa, Hawnan, Kendal, Cartwright Kendal Pet 

Pr ng ors, Garaift, Tro’ Cardiff Pet J 
NNELL, JAMES, mmon; i et Jan 23 
Ord Jan 23 gil 


‘an 
oe enna, York, Grocer York Pet Jan2t Ord 


uae _ ll Croxty, ie, Suffok, Printer Col- 
chester Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 





Reynou Roverrt James, Brighton, Cycle Agent 
Pet Janii1 Ord Jan 23 
Ricuarps, Davip, Aberdare Junction, Builder Pontypridd 
Pet Jan 20 Jan 20 
Rorneruam, Samvet Cuanres, Nottingham, Grocer Not- 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 


Rosse.t, Jouyx Hall, Br’ yw Kingston 
‘pen Hull’ Pot Jan e 29, 1893 Ord Jan “ 
Ssrrn, Reoiatp = Clerk High Court Pet 


Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

Sr. Joux, Oxtver, Little Shelford, Brewer Cambridge | 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 

Tarasocuia, Tomaso Giovanni, Seam, Shipowner 
jwansea Pet Jani0 Ord Jan 2 

Turner, Joun, Middlesborough, Btationer Stockton on | 
Tees Pet Jan23 Ord Jan 23 | 

Waves, Arrave Forster, Surbiton, Auctioneer King- | 
ston, Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 } 

Waray, 8 yt King’s Nympton, Farmer Barnstaple 


Winter, WaALtsr fies, Bristol, Outfitter Bristol 
Pet Ord Jan 23 


Jan 23 
‘Woorrox, Axx, Walsall, Wholesale Harness Manufac- 
tarer Wi 


aleall Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
At.attr, Anthony Heim, Wednesbury, Grocer Feb 8 at 
Rec, Walsall 


— Off 
Gzorce Watrer, N Pagnell, Market | 
yo B Feb 3 at 12.30 County Court bldgs, North- 


TLLIAM CuaRr_es, Crowle, Builder Feb | 
me te neal 


Bote, Wess, sx, Bombrongh gn, Todaro Feb 2 at | 


| 
} 


\ 


Tonbridge Newcastle on 


Crossman & Prichard, Theo- 


Vallance & Vallance, Essex 











| Brapiey, Grorce Henry, Manchester, Baker Feb 8 at 3 


Ogden’s chmbrs, Brid st, Manchester 

Brooks, Lev1, Coalville, mod a Feb 2 at 1230 Off 
Ree, 1, Berridge st, 

Carr, Tomas Hay, Horsforth * Feb 2 at 11 Of Rec, 22, 
Park row, Leeds 

Curr, Joux, North Ashton, Engineer F.b 3 at 10.30 16, 

st, Bolton 

CarstMan, Isanetta, Hampstead rd, Cabinet Maker Feb 
2at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Cairorn, Wiitt1amM Barwarp, Norwich, Butcher Feb 2 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Cu are, Grorce, Heigham, Norwich Feb2at 4 Off Rec, 


~— st, Norwich 

Davies 1 eae "oy apteentie, Grocer Feb 3 at 
11 Off Ree, 11, Quay st, 

ee Hy Ricnarp Tuomas Masoy, Poulton le Fylde, En- 


gineer Feb 16 at 2.30 Off Rec, 14. Chapel st, Preston 
De Veccu, 8 E, St George’s trree Feb 5 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, "Carey st 
Dews, Georce, and Witt1am Dews, Huddersfield, Coal 
Merchants Feb 6at 11 Off Rec, 6, Queen st, Hud- 
dersfield 
Eow oe Harriett, Dovercourt, Butcher Feb 3 at 12 
t Eastern Hotel, Harwich 
aamnae L, Rochester row, Builder Feb6atii Bank- 
ruptey bldg:, Carey st 
Evans, Joun, Bangor, Slate Loader Feb 3at 12 Railway 
Hotel, Bap -— 
Ewina, Joun, Gt Poringland, Bricklayer Feb 2 at 1 Off 
, Kiog st, Norwich 
Fawe ETT, Freperick. Ripon, Auctioneer Feb 5 at 11.30 
Court house, Northallerton 
Feb 2 at 2.30 


GREEN, -seaer ony R ang — Fecal 
Bank: ruptey bl dpe, Oe 

Blyth, Northumbria, Clothier Feb 5 at 

11.30 Off Ree, Pink lane, Newcastle on 


Grisves, THomas, 

Tyne 

Hatt, Hewry, Tunstall, Cratemaker Feb2at 11.15 Off 
Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 

Hanrtsox, Roseat, Kir! 
Court house, No 

Hitt, a Nottingham, ON Feb3atit Off 

t Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

Hoon Puno at, Church Handboroug oh, Ba Baker Feb 3 at 
8 Aldate’s, Oxford 

Siceal ‘Sasa Perer, — Builder Feb 3 at 12 

Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Hoskins, Hv BERT, Chepstow, Innkeeper Feb Ad ati2 Off 

Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Ni 
ectioner ” Feb 5at3 Off 


Jurenins, ——- eg Co 
Leicester 
Sg ‘Feb 2 at 11 Bankruptcy bidzs, 
Jones, ai ifaoteniey, Farmer Feb 28 at 2.15 


Polica Court, Port: 
Lucas, Hupert } meee "Tetuee, Vauxhall Bridge rd 
Bankru; - st 


~ wr Farmer Febé5 at 11.30 


Seaman ares 


Feb 5 at 2.30 , Carey 
Luxer, Eviza yan eb 5 at 2 Off Rec, 35, 
Victoria st, Live 


Lyxy, Esturs, Tan ay ridge Wells, Ladies’ Outfitter Feb 
2at 11.30 Off 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
ham, China 


Ma — WituiaM, oti Dealer Feb 3 at 
Or Rec, St. Peter’s urch walk, Nottingham 
tien AND, Ws Stockport, D: 3 Feb 2 at 11.30 Of 
Ree, Coun chmbrs, Market 
tain Feb 2 at 


Min aay prea oa tate Tien 
Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 
Oca Exizaseta, Leicester, House Panther Feb 2 at 
3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Oram, Eowrn, Bristol, Boot Manufacturer Feb 7 at 12.30 
Off Ree, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 


| Partemer, Wii1am Dickeys, Richmond, Ps ae Feb 2 


at3 Off Rec, 24, Railway app, London 

Puiuirs, Purr, Yn yO “Off Ree, 
Bank chm 

a , CHAnLES, York, i 8 at 12.15 Off Rec, 


onmy Davip, Liandyfri Retiguentiivn, Grocer Feb 3 
£12.30 Off Ree, 11 "Guay eh, rmarthen 


Rusises, Wittiam Cortixson, Stockport, Music Seller 
Feb 7 at 3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpoo i 

Ritson, Danie. Gates, New Traveller Feb 2 at 
1230 Off Ree, 24, Railway ay ‘h, London Bri 

Scort, os A Kine ott ih Feb 2 at 
12 


Ree, 8, 
Sueruerp, Witiiam, O) Feb 2 at 10 Off 
, Bank chmbrs, Queen st, POlihan 
SImpKIN, JosEra we te Peck ros Leics, o: out of business 
Feb 5 at 11 “Stanly, en, Coden 
08, 
loucester 


Suita, Bexsamin yey 
Feb 3at3 Off Rec, 15, King st, 

Sracey, James, ane. rie tert ty 7at12 Off Rec, 
Bank chmbrs, 


Srrovup, Joun Taman, Grimsby, ri nie Feb 2 at 11 
Off Rec, 15, Osborne street, Gt Grims' 
8u —_ Jouyn, Swansea, Sculptor Feb ; * 12 Off Ree, 
1, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
| Tamper, FB, Stanhope grdns Feb5 at 12 Bankruptcy 


| TaowsRipes, jl Shillinstone, Mason Feb 2 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Salisbury 





Sarru, Lucy, Long Benton, Northumbrld, Spinster March 6 Wilkinson & Marshall, 


Sauyra, Caruenie, Brompton, Spinster March 18 Hands, Warnford ct 

Srezt, Rev Roverr, North Sydney, NSW Feb 23 Morse, Fenchurch avenue 

Taytor, Taomas, New Malton, York, Grocer Marchi Hugh W & R Pearson, Malton 
Taytor, Witt1am Roperts, Henbury, Glos, Farmer Feb 28 Day, Bristol 

Watson, Tuomas Tittorsox, Tong Feb17 Newell, Bradford 

Wouiraxer, Beysaurs, Hessle, York, Esq March3i Wilson & Sons, Hull 

Wicson, Marcaret Exizasetu, Albemarle st, Widow Feb 23 Blunt & Co, Gresham st 
Worrycne-Sransrecp, Isaset Damanris, Leamington, Widow Feb 28 Stansfeld, Halifax 
Woopey, Axx, Bath March25 Chesterman, Bath 


Tucker, ome, West Mesptns, Mere Feb 7 at 11.30 Off 


Rec, Bank chmb: st, Bristo! 
Waastarr, Fe eee Worn. Feb 2at 12.30 Off 


, County chm! Market pl, Stockport 
Warp, "ABRABAM, _ Farmer Feb 6 at 12 OF 
Rec, pswich 
WELLS, *ALYRED Soe Prast Deion, Boot Dealer Feb 
2at3 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Wurrron, James. Leeds, Tailor Feb 2 at 12 Of Rec, 
26, Park row, 


Witiramsoy, Freperick Haywarp, Banbury, P aw f 
Mani Feb 6 at 12.30 County Court, 
Banub 
WILisuee, 7 8t ab Lesneete eden it late Farmer Feb 
5at12.30 Yo nm, Baa! 3, agg, 
Wixte Wavres Onantas — Outfitter Feb 7 at 1 
Off Bank chmbrs, st, Bristol 


SRIUREDASEON. 
ee Harry, Calverley, Yorks, Joiner Bradford Pet 
Jan Ord Jan 


aoe “Tuowas, Calverley, Yorks, Grocer Bradford Pet 
0 ‘an 23 
A... Sern, iaiguier,. Yorks, Stonemason Bradford 
P 
M 
et Jani7_ Ord 


‘et Jan 24 

Boae, beta > bes, Tobacconist High 
Court 

Bowness, 5 tered a rctngy Tottenham, Upholsterer 
Edmonton Pet Jan 2 Ord Jan t 

Cums, Team North Ashton, ane’ Wigan Pet Jan 20 
. 8) an 

Cones, Sone, Hoxton, Jeweller High Court Pet Dee 18 
0 an 

CransHaw, James, Manchester eee Engineer Man- 
chester Pet Oct 27 Ord Jan 

CresTman, ISABELLA mua , ea gs, Hampstead 
rd, Cabinet Maker High Court Pet Jan 20 Ord 

Jan 20 i 

Cromack * Baruvurst, Hemel Hempstead, Oilmen St 
Albans Pet Jan18 Ord Jan 18 

Davies, Ricnarp Burt, Mumbles, Glam, Confec'ioner 
Swansea Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 

Epwarps, Harriett, Do rt, her Colchester Pet 
Jan Jan 24 

E.wiort, wp Henry, Torquay, Saddler Exeter Pet 
J 


an 12 24 
Fisner, Pamir, Bri “4 Licensed Victualler Halifax 
et Jans Ord 
aa 5 Tuomas, ‘ae, Yorks Dewsbury Pet Jan 15 
0: 20 
Gum, Gronae Seaees st, Bootmaker High Court Pet 





rd Jan 22 
Hatxes, Tuomas, Folkestone, Plumber Canterbury Pet 
Dec 28 Ord Jan 22 


Harrison, Gzorce peeman. Halifax, Auctioneer Halifax 
Pet Jani7 Ord Jan 24 

Harry, Caartes Henry, Plymouth, Haulier Plymouth 
P 


et Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 
Herpson, CHARLES ae Pontypridd Pontypridd 
et Jan 22 Ord Ji 

ae ~ to +7) Baker Dadley Pet Jan9 
0 an 

Hooens Ly are Southsea, Hosiers Portsmouth Pet 
Jan 1 

mY Pancivats ‘Ghar Hamborough, Baker Oxford 

9 an 

ae..., JAMES, +. Tobacconist Carmarthen 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 

Jounsox, Henry Aurrep, » Gorleston, Butcher Great Yar- 


mouth Pet Jan2? Ord Jan 22 
Jounsoy, Isaac, Bow dourt Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 22 


Jones, Joun, Swansea, Tailor Swansea Pet Jan23 Ord 
Jan 23 

Kewa, | Yetradyfodwg, Glam, Builder Cardiff 
Pet J Ord Jan 3 


Littte, ocean Ross, Coachbuilder Hereford Pet 
Jan 24 Ord Jan #4 
| a, Wesene, eageeen Semacimacter Hastings Pet 


Jan 
Jent q Reine Dealer 


Lurt, Narsan ‘Jacos, 
Manchester 

Mapvestoy, Ls) ee Stoke Newington, Merchant 
High Court 


Manchester 
Pet Jan22 Ord Jan 
Ord Jan 


Marrey, Joan Winecn, Worthing. Furniture Deaier 
ton Pet Jan 23° Ord Jan 24 
ote. Freperic Henry Joux, Ilkeston Derby 


‘an 22 
leg Rionano, Kingston, Builder Kingston, Surrey 


Boones Yas Frances semester, Coal Merchant Wakefield 
‘an 23 

Piura, dl Kendal, Cartwright Kendal Pet Jan 
24 Ord Jan2%4 

PINweEt, eg oe Game, Glam, Ironmonger Car- 
diff Pet Jan23 Ord Ji 

PirrMan, Tomas Covent Garden, Salesman High Court 
Pet Nov23 Ord Jan 


veg, © be iy York Pet Jan 23 Ord 
Preston, Dawson, Bromley by Bow, Grocer High Court 
Pateat! Citas 


ue 
* 





Ric 
Ror 


Sur 


Ste 


Boa 


Fur 








ifax 


Off 
Of 


Feb 
Rec, 


3aby 
purt, 


Feb 
at 1 


oner 
Pet 
Pet 
jifax 


wn 15 


Pet 
‘ifax 
outh 
ridd 
fan 9 

Pet 
ford 
then 
Yar- 


in 22 
Ord 


rdiff 

Pet 

Pet 
ealer 
nant 
ealer 
erby 
rey 
field 
| Jan 
Car- 
ourt 

Ord 
yourt 
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oe Rossar James, Brighton, CycleSAgent Brigh- 
ton Jan9 Ord Jan 
— <> ns Davy Aberdare Junction, Builder Pontypridd 
Jan 
ee .., Wittiam Joux, Exeter, Coal Merchant Exeter 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Jan 24 
RoTHeraam, Samugt Cuar.es, a Grocer Not- 
ha Ord Jan 


tingham Pet Jan 23 
Gene, We Wu Atrrep, Dalmeny rd, Bookseller 
Pet Nov 25 Ord J 
SmirH, teen nol Sinclair rd, Clerk “Tigh Court Pet Jan 
23 Ord Jan 23 
Srevenson, Ropert, Preston, Woollen Draper Preston 
Pet Dec8 Ord Jan22 


Stevens, CATHERINE nll Bournemouth, Court Milliner 
Poole Pet Nov14 Ord Jan 23 

a Jounx, Middlesborough, Stationer Stockton on 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

a, Wit, Heaton Norris Stockport Pet Jan 

- 19 os on *. , 

ARREN, Susax, ing’s N ton, Farmer e 

Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan -— — 


Wituiamson, Feeperiox saarw arp, Banbury Banbury 
Pet Jan 15 Ord Jan 2 

vom, Water nares, Bristol, Outfitter Bristol 
Pet Jan23 Ord Jan 2% 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Boarpmas, Jonny, 8t Helens, Lancashire, Corporation 
Labourer Liverpool Adjud Dec 6 Aunel don 19 


London Gaszette—Turspay, Jan. 30. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Ackrovp, Ortver, Baildon, Yorks, Stock Broker Bradford 
Pet Jani2 Ord J: an 2 
Arscotr, Gzorag, Crediton, Baker Exeter Pet Jan 27 
rd Jan 17 


Begnarp, CHARLES haste, New North rd High Court 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 
Biackuam, Josern Henry, Birmingham, Builder Birming- 
am Pet Jan 26 Jan 
~~, > Witu1au, Euston rd ‘High Court Pet Jan 27 Ord 


Carr, Dacian Hewry, Bradford, Woollen Merchant 
Bradford PetJani13 Ord Jan 25 

Coorrr, James, Southsea, Lodging house Keeper Ports- 
mouth PetJan10 OrdJan 25 

Coutson, Japez, Newport, Jeweller Newport, Mon Pet 
Jan26 Ord Jan 26 

Dy nm yom y James, Old Kent rd, Coffee house Keeper 

~~ Court Pet Jan26 Ord Jan 26 

Eyre, are, Be Reading, Cattle Dealer - Reading Pet Jan 

26 


Fut, Water, Tastleigh, Hants, anny Pensioner Dor- 
chester Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 

Frost, Erwan, London Colney, *Trerts, Machinist St 
Albans Pet Jan23 Ord Jan 23 

Futrorp, Wit1i1AM James, Stourbridge, Licensed Victualler 
Stourbridge Pet Jan22 Ord Jan 22 

Garsipe, Georaz, Huddersfield, Mechanic Huddersfield 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 

Gorpoy, Aurrep, Brighton, ome Promoter High 
Cout Pet Jané Ord Jan 

Hapwis, Harry, James iar Taytor, end Exyest 
Wituiam Avutey, Huddersfield, Timber Merchants 
Huddersfield Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

peneenn, Tomas Lae. Redruth, Builder Truro Pet 


26 

Harpy, » Ramee, Sheffield, Coal Dealer Sheffield Pet Oct 
17 O 

Harruy, Evan, Liantillio Fotiahey, Mon, Miller Trede- 
gar Pet Jan26 Ord Jan 29 

Heatu, Atrrep CHARLES, = ae Draper Kidder- 
minster Pet Jan23 Ord Jan 

Law oes" —_ Sheffield, Builder Sheffield Pet Dec 
29 


Lioyvp, . ca, oe Clewer, Berks, Builder Windsor 
an 24 
ites K, THEODORE, Bucklersbary, Auctioneer High Court 
Pet Jan5 Ord Jan 26 
aap, Grorce Hewry, Leeds, Fruit Merchant Leeds Pet 
an 25 Jan 25 
Mx, Lon, Jonny F, Manchester, Baker Manchester Pet Jan 
19 Ord Jan 26 
Paix, Josxrn, Holloway, Butcher High Court Pet Jan 27 
rd Jan 27 
Parkinson, Rosert, Barrow in Furness, Grocer Ulverston 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 
Poo.tey, ALBERT Frepericx, Penzance, Furniture Dealer 
Truro PetJan27 Ord Jan 27 
Ricuarps, Hewry, Birmingham, Butcher Birmingham Pet 
Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 
pnes, Joun Easton, Ulceby, Tailor Gt Grimsby Pet 
Jan Ord Jan 25 


Rove, Ham Harry, fp Sonatas, Cabinet Maker Manchest r 
‘an 25 

Row.iey & ot Newcastle on Tyne, any! 1 aassaiat New- 
castle on Tyne Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 

Rurrie, Repert Biacxman, Wickham Bt Paul, Farmer 
Colchester PetJan 26 Ord Jan 26 

Savter, Tuomas, Kidderminster, ne Kidder- 
minster Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 2 

Sue.iy, Joun Freperick, Mincing lane, Tea Broker High 
Court Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

ow Seam, Elland, Greengrocer Halifax Pet Jan 27 

an 27 

Spanx, James, Brixham, Carpenter Plymouth Pet Jan 
25 Ord Jan 25 

Sropzivsx1, Saran ANNE 
Exeter Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 

., coms, Ludlow, Clothier , SASS Pet Jan 26 


Sravrr, Fh eras, Chalewanth, Widow Ipswich Pet Jan 25 


ay “al Furniture Dealer 


Trxxier, Jonn Epwarp, Wigmore st, Bookseller h 
urt Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 : _ 





Ps Hexry, Derby, Baker Derby Pet Jan24 Ord | Voxs, Frances, Preston, 
” 7 a sd \ Ree, 4, Pavilion bidgs, 


Furnisher 
, Innkeeper Winchester Pet 
Ly Manufacturers 
Wages: ouN, Hoole, Chester Pet Jan27 Ord 
‘an 
Wnaiant, Mary, Luton, Schoolmistress Luton Pet Jan 26 
Ord Jan 26 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Barker, Harry, Calverley, Sot Pega Feb7 at 12 Off 
B °F Calverton, Yor Yorks, Grocer Feb 7 at 11 
anaes ‘HO! 
Si, Manor 0 jy Bradford 


Banwiox Ser, Keighley =. Yorks, Stonemason Feb 8 at 11 


Berry ny, Jony, Padibam, Shoemaker Feb 15 at 1.30 Ex- 
B Au o Mastbourne Gerd Feb 8 at 11 
ae yy FRED, ener 8 
Coo = Sotenetes Feb 7 at 12.30 County 
K, ERT, 
bidgs, Nort 


Grocer Feb7 at 12.90 Off 
Lodging house K Feb 7 at 
Junction, High st, Portsmouth 

iil, Meine" Feb 7 at 11 
Sona og ag a Newport, 1 y, Mees 


at 2.30 19, Quay ot, Ni 
PB er Dh Hg youre Feb 6 
Feb § at 11.30 


Cooxs, Waren, Wi 
24, Southee 
oo Olt tan Gonbriaer 


Gansion my axons, Hi 


cwnrvos, 


Ceara 


Hapwix, Harry, James Hewny Tayitorn, & Enxvest 
ee. Avurtey, Huddersfield, Timber Merchants 
Feb 8 at Off Ree, 6, Queen st, Huddersfiel 


id 
Harry, teas Henny, Plymouth, Haulier Feb 8 at 11 
thenseum ter, Pl: 


10, A’ 
Hey, Brarmzy, Burnley, Feb 15 at 2.30 Ex- 
Hiwauens & Prior, Southsea, er Feb 6at3 Off Rec, 


Cambridge High st, Portsmouth 

Howaktna, Teese Mennboater, Butcher Feb 6 at 3 Ogden’s 
chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Hoses ee ben ex f mpd New Shildon, Joiner Feb7 


mn. 2 y hms yal Feb7 at 11.30 24, Rail- 
way rae London 
Jackson, ae Homerton Feb6at12 Bankruptey bldgs, 
Jonzs, Truoruy, Swansea, Builder FebGati2 Off Rec, 
; Alexandra rd, Swanse 


wensea 
Roothing, Dealer FebSat3 Off 
Loom Rare Wieden Sealer toe ie he. Mahone 
RD, SAMUEL, ewe! 'e 
Hotel, Nicholas st, 
in? Natuax tae Manchester, Smallware Dealer Feb 
Ogden’s st, Manchester 
aanros, Sancer HowsorD _ Baakruptey bldgs, ~~ st 
Maywnanp, Heyey Enaar, Birmi maging Dacector 
of Midland Hotel Co Feb at 11 23, Colmore row, 


* orn Joszru, Handsworth, ol Silversmith 
> 7 at 28, Colmore row, Birming’ 
Muts & Teow, rmingham, Silversmiths mM Peb 7 at 11 


row, Birminghrm 
Morais, es Henry Brrrram, Swansea, Metal Broker 
Feb7 ati2 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra st, Swansea 
Morrisox, Roserr Rosinsox, Great Smeaton, Farmer 
Feb 19 at 11.30 Court house, Northallerton 
Sy ee Feb7 at 11.30 Queen’s 
Nrxoy, eet Innkeeper Feb7 at1i Bankruptcy bldgs, 


——— Esenezer, Eastbourne, G Feb 8 at 
10.45 Coles 


Jovor, Bens amin, 





Nrxoy, Tuomas, 


P &C Seaside 02, Hantbourne Feb7 at 

ARKER 2, ers Feb7 at 2.30 
Bankrupt Beading: Don 

Perry, Franc tist Feb 7at12 Queen's 


Priket, Evizasern, B Milliner Feb 9 at 2.30 
end = er we 

Rocers, Georaz, Sensembet Builder Feb7 at 12.30 Off 
Ree, Salis’ 


Rocens, Tuomas wry, Pembroke Dock, Tuilor Feb 20 
at 12 Temperance Hall, Pembroke Dock 

Rorsesrsam, Samvet Cuarves, Nott , Grocer Feb 
6at11 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

Russet, Jony, Kingston upon Hull, Bricklayer Feb 8 at 

11 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 

Surrn, CHartes MaRsHALu, Stockton on Tees, Law Clerk 
Feb7 at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 


Sarrn, Georcs, Liverpool, Printer Feb7at2 Off Reo, 
35, Victoria st, Li 

Sropzinsxt, Saran Anne, Torquay Feb 9 at 11.30 Off 
Ree, 18, Bedford circus, Exeter 


Srorr, 2 Ing Barton on <Y~ Tailor Feb 7 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Srivtroyx, Tuomas Heyry, Croft, Yorks, Hotel Keeper Feb 
7 at 3 Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Sr Joun, Oxrver, Little Shelford, Brewer Feb 12 at 12 Of 
Ree, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Sr ome seams, Son, Builder Feb 7 at 2 19, 

anon Ce oe Merchant Feb 7 at 


m_Dart Oita Hay Dealer Feb 6 at 3.15 
Taxion, Dao st, Manchester 
Tow, Winsas ron nag ae berry Silversmith Feb 7 
23, Colmore row, 
ieee goata , Baker Feb 8 at 12 Off St 
sem 2 a 


Keeper Feb 7 at 12 Of 
ton 





Farmer Feb 6 at 10 


sir Hott outh Matt Feb 13 at 11 Off Ree, 


Won Kine ot Gleaner 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Aangons, Gasnen, Grlitem, Slee Exeter Pet Jan 27 
B N 
erPot dan 95 28 Ord Jon 3 lew North rd High Court 


fam bet Jan 36 Ord Ord Jan 97 Pd 


Corn Factor Liverpool Pet 


ws Unkiorn Hot 


Ord Jan 25 
Courson, J. oY ene Newport, Mon * Pet 
oes 
Licensed Refreshment house 
Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 
yy ty Southampton 
Ord Jan 27 


pada OF Falcon sq, Warehouseman High Court 

Pet Oct 24 Jan 26 
Dyson, Arruur J. Old Kent rd, Coffee house Keeper 

ben ah ay Pet 26 Ord Jan 26 

jOnN, Estate Agent Kingston upon Hull 

Pet Nov 27 Ord Jan 2% 
Reading, Cattle Dealer Reading Pet Jan 

Ord Jan 26 

a, Reading, Brick Manufacturer Reading 


Jan 26 
Army Pensioner Dorchester 
‘an an 
Paes Se, aa Grocer Reading Pet Nov il 
Faerwewr, Witt C. a Builder 
Ly Pet ’ st, High 


June 28 Ord Jan 
Machinist St Albans Pet 





Hearn, Avrrep » Draper Kidder- 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 
Hueoins, Witttam Oxford, Post Office Clerk 


es <5 Masayuat High Court Pet Novy 13 Ord 


Luorp, Tuomas James, Clewer, Berks, Builder Windsor 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 
Loaper, Cauzs. Kinson, Dorset, Chair Maker Poole Pet 
Lown Gen a es Leels Pet 
xo, Geoncs Henry 
Jan 2% Ord Jan 25 
Marks, Joseru Antuun, Cardiff, Baker Cardiff Pet Jan 
19 Ord Jan 20 
we ee 
Hate, Seoas Finchley, Traveller Barnet Pet Deo 14 


Nor Sr nas Pepegnaes Se » Al st 

oat Mies Ee ee 

Rosent, Barrow in einen Cone Ulverston 
25 Ord Jan 25 


a) ye Farniture Dealer 


Ricke..s, Jonn Poy + a Lines, Tailor Gt Grimsby 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 


as 3 yy pee Cabinet Maker Manchester 
‘an 25 425 Ord Jam 25” 


Rocerson, Soruta, Mornington rd, Widow Hastings Pet 
met Se a aeons & Bent, Farmer 
Rost Jom Kingeion ‘Ord Jan 

88! ’ 


Sau gee a A Wheel 
minster Pet'Jan 23 oan a ee. ee 
Surru, Avraep, ‘orks, Greengrocer Halifax Pet 


Jan 27 Ord Jan ut 
on Tees Pet Jan 13 ey Ry . 
Bxooxs, Jans, West Kensington, Builder High Court 


Pet Jan6 Ord Jan 26 
Pet Jan8 Ord Jan 
Sropzinsxi, Saran Axwne, sy, Furniture Dealer 
Exeter Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 
Cycle Agent Bristol Pet Jan 18 


Srean, Jouy, Ludlow, Clothier Leominster P.t Jan 26 
Ord Jan 26 


Sr Joux, Otrv: Brewer Pet 
Jan 24 Sup Ort Bhd, — 


Sears, Soraza, Cheloweeth, Witew Ipswich Pet Jan 25 
T. Rosgrt, Rochdale, Confectioner Rochdale Pet 
“"Jan'l8 Ord Jan 36 
Tagen, Ramee, Delp, Bee Derby PetJanai Ord 


Waxsrorp, Joux, Winchester, Innkeeper Winchester 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 


ies sy ~ 


Sracey, James, 
Jan 27 















= 


Be a aa 











is not included in 
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Wawpey, Antaur Fogerns, Surbiton, Auctioneer Kings- 
Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 25 

Woure & Hamnoyn, Birmingham, Boot Manufacturers 

Birmingham Pet Jan22 Ord Jan 


The foll ee ee is riatitted that 
published in the don Gazette of Nov 


ton Ord Nov 14 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Buryarp, Mapeverne, Ilchester, Somersetshire Yeovil 
Adjud Jan 20, 1893 Annul Dec 7 


Wrens, Juivs -> tig Brighton, hes dl Dealer 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Feb. 6.—Messrs. Desexnam, Tewsoy, Farmer, & Bripcr- 
water, at the C., at 2 o'clock, Freehold and 
Leasehold Properties (see . advertisement, Jan. 27, p. 4). 

Feb. 7.—Messrs. Epwix Fox & pmo ve the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold and Leasehold Properties, 
Stocks, and 8 Shares (see advertisement, this son p. 4). 

Feb. 7.—Messrs. Vewtomu, Butt, & Coorrr, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, an Absolute Reversion (see advertise- 
ment, this week, p. 228). 





a 


All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxtorrors’ JouRNAL, 
26s, Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes bound 
at the offce—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law calf, 
5s. 6d. 





{ ONDON and COUN c¥4 BANKING 
d COMPANY (Limited). 
Established in 1836, and registered in 1880 under ‘‘ The 
Companies Acts, 1862 to 1879.” 

Capital, £8,000,000, in 100,000 Shares of £80 each. 
REPORT adopted at the Annual General Meeting, the 
Ist February, 1894. 

WILLIAM HENRY STONE, Esq., in the Chair. 


The Directors, in submitting to the Proprietors the 
Balance-sheet for the half-year ending 3ist December last, 
have to report that, after paying interest to customers and 
all charges, making provision for bad and doubtful debts, 
olewne £29,810 8s. 3d. for rebate on bills not due, and 

transferring £20,000 in reduction of premises account, the 

net profits amount to £206,130 12s. 5d. This sum, added to 

£83,017 16s. 10d., the balance brought forward from last 
omen produces a total of £289,148 9s. 3d. 

recommend the payment of a Dividend of 

10 -— cent. for the rd yo ee together with a Bonus of one 

 - wi will absorb £220,000. This will leave a 

of £69,148 9s. 3d. to be carried forward to Profit 

and Loss New Account. my present Dividend and Bonus, 

added to the amount paid to 30th June, will make 21 per 


cent. for the year 1893. 
The Directors by rotation are Hanbury Barclay, 
i William James Harter, I'sq., and William loatewen, 
+» Who, p, being —— offer themselves for re-election. 
= ie Divid and Bonus, £2 4s. per Share, free of Income 
Tax, will be payable at the Head Office, or at any of the 
Branches, on or after Monday, 12th February. 


Bavaxce Sueet or tHe Loxpox axp County BANKING 
Company (Luwrep), 3ler DecemBer, 1893. 
Dr. £ s. d. £ s. d. 
To Capital subscribed, 
£8,000,000 paid up 
To Reserve Fund ... 
To Due by the Bank on 
Current Accounts, 


£2,000,000 0 0 
1,000,000 0 0 


33,886,873 19 

To Liabilities ‘on “Accept- 
ances, covered by Cash 
or Securities or Bankers’ 


Guarantees 
To Rebate on Bills not due 
carried to next Account 
To Profit and Loss Balance 
bi it from last Account 
To Net Profit for the Half- 


ear, after making provi- 
tion for bad and doubtful 


3,011,133 17 
29,310 8 & 
83,017 16 10 


206,130 12 5 
— 289,148 9 
N.B.—The Baring Guarantee of £187,500 
ie above liabilities. 


£40,216,466 13 10 


Cr. £ s. 4, £ s. d. 

By Cash at the Head Office 
and Branches, and with 
Bank of England ......... 4,903,808 18 7 

By Loans at Call and at 
Notice, covered by Se- 
curities ........... ; 

—— 7,550,053 11 3 

Investments, viz. :— 

By Consols (2} per Cent.) 
registered and in Certifi- 
cates, and New 2} per 
Cents., and Exchequer 
Bonds( £6,306,991 7s.11d.) 
Canada uh per Cent. 
Bonds, Egyptian 3 per 
Cent. Bonds, and Turkish 
4 per Cent. Bonds Guar- 
anteed by the British 
Government ..... 

By India Government Stock 
and Debentures, an 
India Government Guar- 
anteed Railway Deben- 
tures and Stock . 

By Metropolitan and other 
Corporation 
Debenture Bonds English 
RailwayDebenture Stock 
and Colonial Bonds ...... 

By Other Securities ......... 


6,950,268 8 3 


905,127 3 9 


1,209,246 18 0 
10,232 11 5 
9,074,875 1 5 
By Discounted Bills Cur- 
rent ....» 9,521,316 7 2 
By Advances to Customers 
at the Head Office and 
Branches ................++ .. 10,606,425 18 8 
———_—_——. 20,127,742 5 10 
By Liabilities of Customers 
‘for Drafts accepted bythe 
Bank (as per Contra) 
By Freehold Premises in 
‘Lombard Street and 
Nicholas Lane, Freehold 
and Leasehold Property 
at the Branches, wit 
Fixtures and Fittings . 
By Less amount trans- 
a from Profit and 


3,011,133 17 3 


472,661 18 1 


452,661 18 1 


£40,216,466 13 10 


Prorit anp Loss Account. 

Dr. £ s. d. 

CN Interest paid to Customers ................., 93,1638 8 4 
To Salaries and all other Ex at Head 
Office and Branches, including Income 
Tax on Profits and Salaries ; 
To ae to the credit of Premises 


Acco’ 
To Rebate on Bills not weed omen ¢ to New 
Account...... ee ‘ 
To Dividend, 10 per “eent. 
for the Half-year £200,000 0 0 
To Bonus 1 per cent 20,000 0 0 
To Balance carried forward 69, 148 9 3 


221,932 9 2 
20,000 0 0 
29,310 8 3 


289,48 9 3 
£653,554 15 0 


Cr. S . & sp 
By Balance brought forward from last Ac- 
‘count 83,017 16 10 
By Gross Profit for the Half-year, ‘after 
making provision for bad and doubt- 
ful debts, and ought fr rebate, 
£27,207 6s. 2d. stbbante rom 30th 


June last 570,536 18 2 


£653,554 15 0 
Examined and : onmied) by a 
(Signed) if 3 “HARTER, Audit 
E. HUBBARD, Committee 
wit A. JONES, of Directors. 
W. HOWARD, ) Joint 
General 
} Managers, 
JAS. GRAY” Chief Accountant. 
London and County Banking Company ( (Limited), 
16th January, 

We have examined the cel Balance-sheet, and 
Profit and Loss Account, have veritied the Cash Balance at 
the Bank of England, the Stocks np registered, and the 
other investments of the Bank. We have also examined 
the several Books and V: — showing the Cash Balances, 
Bills, and other amounts set forth, the whole of which — 
correctly stated ; and we are of opinion Balance-shy 
and Profit and Loss Account are full and fair, pope 
drawn up, and exhibit a true and correct view of 
pany’s affairs as shown by the ——— 4 we, company. 


(Signed) 
= GUNN, Auditors. 
Ww. M ORMAN. > 
London and County Banking Company (Limited), 
18th January, 1894. 


[ ONDON and COUNTY BANKING 
4 COMPANY ( [ifoad. —Notice is hereby given, that 
a DIVIDEND on the — of the Company at the rate of 
10 per cent. for the half-year ending 3ist December, 1893, 
together with a bonus of 1 - cent., will be PAYABLE to 
the Proprietors, — pe Fond the Head Office 21, Lombard- 
street, or at any of the y order at branches, on or after 
Monday, the 12th inst. ae f the Board, 

WARD, Jeint 


As. GRAY. General 


> 








JAMES, 
21, Lombard-street, 2ad anos. 1894, 


& ee aaa 
that orn, & ESTATE, Investinent, 


an Seana, ss Os 
| coe Land, Ground-! 


ee eae aan 
DEB TEWOOE; 


sane, oa and other Properties will be held at the 
A oOrioN MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of 
England, Hn the City of London, as follows :— 


Tuesday, July 24 
Ee a — 81 


lay, Aug. 7 

Tuceday, Aug. 14 

Tuesd ays Aug. 21 
y, Oct, 2 


Tuesd 

Tuesday, Oct. is 
Tuesday, Oct. 30 
Soneten’ Nov. 13 
Tuesday, Dec. 4 


Tuesday, Feb. 6 





















































ry -— 


Sader Estate +3 


Sales for the Year 1894. 


ESSRS. E. & H. LUMLEY, 
James’s-house, 22, St. James s-atroct, 
beg to announce for the f 
flowin DAYS of SALE, at the  AUCTT iN” Mant, 


benham, T: 
Surveyors, ‘and Vale youn, Farmer 80, Ohi 
phone No. 1,503. 





of St. 


Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., but in addition others can be 
arranged for special sales. Terms on application :— 


Tuesday, Feb. 13 
Eee ray 

aioe 
Tuenda y, May 23 


Tuesday, June 26 
Tuesday, July 10| Tuesday, Oct. 

Tuesday, July 31| Tuesday, Nov. ‘ 
Tuesday, Aug. a Tuesday, Dec. 4 


Tuesday, com. Ae 





semen xe Lumley announce in the advertisement 
columns of th Times,’ on Va, © and Saturdays, 
eg ee ae their Sates, which will include Estates in 
England, Ireland, and , town and country proper- 
ties, ground-rents, reversions, "gas ani and water shares, &c. 
In cases where is to be included in these sales, 
ample notice given in order to insure due 
publicity.—St. ow 's-house, 22, St. James’s-street, 8.W. 


MESSRS. STIMSON & SONS, 
Auctioneers, Surveyors, and Valuers, 
8, MOORGATE — BANK, E.C., 


2, NEW KENT ROAD, 8.E. 
(Opposite the Elephant and Castle). 


A UGEOs SALES are held at the Mart, 
Tokenhouse-yard, City, on the second and last 
Thursdays in each month and on other days as occasion 


ma: 
SIMSON & SONS undertake SALES and LETTINGS 
PRIVATE SOREATY, Valuations, Surveys, Negotiation 
OF Mortgages, Receiverships in Chancery , Sales by Auction 
- Furniture and Stock, Collection of Rents, &c. Separate 
rinted Lists of House Pro , Ground-Rents for Sale, 
ood Houses, &c., to be Let, are ed on the Ist of each 
month, and can be had Mo" charge on oe inset or free by 
post for two — or insertion. Tele- 
graphic address, ‘ 








WEDNESDAY NEXT. 

Absolute Reversion to valuable Colonial and other Stock, 
Bonds, Railwa: — ities, French ae ps &c , receivable 
on the death of a ON now in her 82nd y 

ESSRS. VENTOM, BULL, ‘& COOPER 

will SELL b AUCTION, at the MART, Token- 
house- a. .. by NESDAY, FEBRUARY 7, at TWO 
TWO SIXTH SHARES of an un- 

Breided TE THIRD, PORTION of highly valuable SECURI- 

TIES, which securities resent a present cash value of 

pou £13,000, receivable on the death of a lady now in her 

82n 
Particulars and conditions of sale may be had of Mesers. 

Norton, Rose, Norton, & Co., Solicitors, 10, Victoria- 

Westminster; at the Mart; and of the Auctioneers, 35, Ol 

Jewry, E.C. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Selb MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


T» Her Maj the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
; Judicial bench. Gstporotion of mdon, &c. 





ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
and Gowns for 
erks, and Olerks of ante 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


Law Wi Town 








